HISTOEY  OF  DOGMA 


BY 


DR.   ADOLPH    HARNACK 

ORDINARY    PROF.   OF   CHURCH    HISTORY    IN   THE   UNIVERSITY,   AND    FELLOW   OF 
THE    ROYAL   ACADEMY   OF   SCIENCE,    BERLIN 


TRANSLATED  FROM   THE    THIRD  GERMAN 
EDITION 


BY 

NEIL     BUCHANAN 

VOLUME  IV 
and 

VOLUME  V 


DOVER  PUBLICATIONS,  INC. 
NEW  YORK 


Published  in  the  United  Kingdom  by  Constable 
and  Company  Limited,  10  Orange  Street,  London 
W.  C.  2. 

This  new  Dover  edition,  first  published  in  1961, 
is  an  unabridged  republication  of  the  English  trans 
lation  of  the  third  German  edition  that  appeared 
circa  1900.  This  Dover  edition  is  an  unaltered  re- 
publication  except  that  minor  typographical  errors 
in  Volume  VII  have  been  corrected. 

The  original  English  edition  appeared  as  seven 
separate  volumes,  whereas  this  Dover  edition  is 
published  complete  in  four  separate  volumes. 


Manufactured  in  the  United  States  of  America 

Dover  Publications,  Inc. 
180  Varick  Street 

New  York  14,  N.Y. 


HISTORY  OF  DOGMA 


BY 


DR.   ADOLPH    HARNACK 


V  olum<>  IV 


EDITORIAL    N  ()  T  E. 

THE  volume  now  issued  finishes  Volume  II.  of  the  original,  of  which 
a  portion  appears  in  Volume  III.  of  the  English  Translation.  The  first 
chapter  of  this  volume  corresponds  to  Chapter  VII.  of  Volume  II.  ol 
the  original,  which  treats  of  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  The  remaining  third 
volume  of  the  German  Edition  will  occupy  three  volumes  in  the  English 
Translation,  making  seven  volumes  in  all. 

A.  K  BRUCE. 


CONTENTS. 

Page 

CHAPTER  I.— THK  DOCTRINE  OK  THE  HOMOUSIA  OK  THE  SON 

OF  GOD  WITH  GOD  HIMSELK •       1  —  107 

(i)  From    the  Beginning  of  the   Controversy  to  the  Council 

of  Nice ~  59 

Lucian  and  the  Lucianists      .     . 

Account  and  explanation  of  Lucian's  doctrine    ...       4 

Arius  and  the  outbreak  of  the  Arian  Controversy,  the 

parties,  the  first  developments  up  to  the  Nicene  Council      7 
The  Formula;  to  which  Arius  took  exception     ...     12 

The  Doctrine  of  Arius       .      .  X4 

The  Doctrine  of  Bishop  Alexander 21 

The  Doctrine  of  Athanasius 

Estimate  of  the  two  opposing  Christologies  . 
The  Council  of  Nice,  the  parties 

The  Nicene  Creed 

The  Homousios  and  the  influence  of  Hosius      .     .     .     5° 

Apparent  result 

(2)  To  the  Death  of  Constantius    .... 
The  situation  after  the  Nicene  Council     . 
The  policy  of  Constantine      .     . 
Constantine's  sons:  Constantius  .     . 

The  predominance  of  the  Eusebians °4 

Marcellus  of  Ancyra 

The  Councils  of  Antioch ^ 

The  Council  of  Sardica 

The  Formula  of  Antioch  .     . 
Councils  at  Milan,  Photinus  of  Sirmium   . 
Constantius  sole  ruler ;  Councils  at  Sirmium  Aries,  Milan    72 
The  strict  Arians,  the  Homoiousians  and  the  Homos 
The   imperial  policy  of  union  at  Sirmium   Rimini,  b 
leucia,  Nice  and  Constantinople-,  victory  of  the 

Confession '  y0__1G7 

7)  To  the  Councils  of  Constantinople  381,  383 

The  agreement  between  the  Homoious.ans  and  ^ 

ians 


X  CONTENTS 

Page 

The    Synod   of  Alexandria  and  the  concession  of  the 

orthodox 83 

The  new  orthodoxy  in  the  East ;  the  Cappadocians  and 

their  scientific  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 84 

The  split  at  Antioch 89 

Valens;the  domination  of  the  Arians  in  the  East;  the  Ho- 

moiousians  go  over  to  orthodoxy;  alliance  with  the  West      90 
Damastis;  tension   between   the  old   and   the  new  or 
thodoxy     92 

Gratian  and  Theodosius 93 

Theodosius  takes  his  stand  on  the  new  orthodoxy     .       94 
Council  and  Creed  of  Constantinople  in  the  year  381, 
triumph    of  the    new  orthodoxy   in  consequence  of 

politics  and  science 94 

Serious  tension  with  the  West 101 

Adjustment  of  differences  in  382;  service  rendered  by 

Ambrose 101,    103 

End  of  Arianism;  Council  of  383 104 

APPENDIX.— THK  DOCTRINK   OK    THK   HOLY  SPIRIT  AND  OK 

THK  TRINITY 108—137 

I.  The   wholly  indefinite  condition  of  the  doctrine  of  the 

Holy  Spirit  in  the  first  centuries;  Irenauis,  Tertullian, 
Origen;  development  of  the  doctrine  in  accordance 
with  the  analogy  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  .  .  108 

Arians  and  Athanasius 112 

Macedonians  (Pneumatomachians)  and  Athanasius  .     .     114 
The  doctrine  of  the  Cappadocians;  consubstantiality  of 

the  Spirit;  uncertainties 115 

The  Westerns 117 

Condemnation  of  the  Macedonians  in  381  118 

II.  The  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  held  by  Apollinaris  and  the 

Cappadocians 119 

Comparison  with  Tertullian's  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  .  121 
Aristotelian   and   Subordinationist    element  in  the  doc 
trine  of  the  Trinity 124 

Tritheists,  Johannes  Damascenes 125 

Doctrine    of  the    Procession   of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the 

East  and  West 126 

Photius  maintains  the  old  doctrine  of  the  Trinity    .     .  127 

Philosophy  and  Trinitarian  dogma 128 

The  Western  doctrine  of  the  Trinity;  Augustine     .     .  129 

The  /ilh><]ite  and  the  Athanasian  Creed 133 

The  three  so-called  Ecumenical  Creeds 135 

Concluding  remarks  on  the  form  in  which  the  doctrine 

of  the  Trinity  came  to  be  accepted 137 


CONTENTS.  xj 

ljage 

CHAPTER  II.— THE  DOCTRINE  OK  THE  PERFECT  LIKENESS  OF 
THE  NATURE  OF  THE  INCARNATE  SON  OF  GOD  WITH 
THAT  OF  HUMANITY j^g—j^ 

Introduction :  Views  regarding  the  humanity  of  Christ 
up  to  the  middle  of  the  Fourth  Century  ....  138 

Close  connection  between  the  Trinitarian  and  Christo- 
logical  problems  from  that  time 143 

Tertullian's  doctrine,  the  root  of  the  orthodox  doctrines     144 

The  humanity  of  Christ  according  to  the  Arians  mere 
ffdf£ 146 

The  Christology  of  Athanasius  and  Marcellus;  origin  of 
the  formulae,  pix,  $C<ric,  Sto  $i<reiz 147 

The  doctrine  of  Apollinaris  of  Laodicea  as  the  first 
rigidly  developed  Christology 149 

The  condemnation  of  this  doctrine;  the  perfect  likeness 
of  the  humanity  of  Christ  with  human  nature  is  elevat 
ed  to  the  rank  of  dogma 158 

The  doctrine  of  the  Cappadocians  regarding  the  human 
ity  and  the  unity  of  the  God-Man 160 

The  difficulty  of  the  Problem  which  now  emerged.     .     163 
CHAPTER    III.-  Continuation:  THE  DOCTRINE  OF  THE  PER 
SONAL  UNION  OF  THE  DIVINE  AND  HUMAN  NATURES  IN 

THE  INCARNATE  SON  OF  GOD 164—267 

Introduction 164 

(1)  The  Nestorian  Controversy 165-190 

The  Christology  of  the  Antiochians 165 

The  Christology  of  Cyril 174 

Outbreak  of  the  Controversy,  Xestorius 180 

The  attitude  of  the  Roman  Bishop  Ccelestin,  his  repudia 
tion  of  the  Western  view 182 

The  Anathemas J&6 

The  Courcil  of  Ephesus ]X6 

The  Formula  of  union  of  the  year  433 i<^9 

Cyril  gains  the  upper  hand.      .     .     .  '9° 

(2)  The  Eutychian  Controversy     ....  190-226 

Survey  of  the  position  of  the  Alexandrian  Patriarchs 
in  the  Church ;  Rome,  Alexandria  and  the  Byzantine 
State ,  -.  •  I(^° 

Significance  of  the  political  conditions  for  the  Eutychian 
Controversy 

The  Church  after  the  union  of  the  year  433 

Eutyches  and  the  charge  against  him;  Flavian  and  the 
Council  of  448  •  • 

The  appeal  to  Leo  I 

Dioscurus,  the  Master  of  the  Eastern  Church  .     .     . 


ii  CONTENTS. 

Page 

Leo's  Letters,  the  Ep.  ad  Flavianum 202 

The  Council  of  Ephesus  of  499;  triumph  of  Dios- 

curus 207 

The  period  until  the  death  of  Theodosius  II.  .  .  .  210 
Entire  change  in  the  situation;  Pulcheria  and  Mar- 

cian  .  .  • 212 

Leo  I.;  he  seeks  to  prevent  the  calling  of  a  Council  .  213 

The  Council  of  Chalcedon 215 

The  dogmatic  formula 219 

Significance  and  estimate  of  the  formula  ....  222 

The  twenty-eighth  Canon  of  Chalcedon 225 

(3)  The  Monophysite  Controversies  and  the  Fifth  Council  .  226 --252 

The  Chalcedonian  Creed  occasions  serious  conflicts  in 

the  East;  imperial  attempts  to  set  it  aside     .      .      .  226 
The    Henoticon    and    the   Great   Schism  of  the  years 

484—519 228 

The  Theopaschitian  Controversy    . 230 

The   new  scholastic  orthodoxy  reconciles  itself  to  the 

Chalcedonian  Creed;  Leontius  of  Byzantium  .     .     .  232 
Internal  movements  and  divisions  amongst  the  Mono- 

physites:  Severians,  Julianists,  etc 235 

Justinian's  ecclesiastical  policy 241—252 

Justinian  and  the  new  orthodoxy 241 

Conference  with  the  Severians 242 

Failure   of  a  Monophysite  re-action,  the  assistance  of 

Rome 243 

The  condemnation   of  Origen  and  of  the  Antiochene 

theology,  the  Three  Chapter's  Controversy    .      .      .  245 

Vigilius  of  Rome 248 

The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  of  Constantinople  .  .  249 
Solemn  recognition  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed,  but 

as   interpreted    by    Cyril ;    Eastern  victory  over  the 

West;  reactions  in  the  West;  Justinian's  latest  views; 

Justin  II 25  r 

(4)  The  Monergist  and  Monothelite  Controversies;  the  Sixth 

Council  and  John  of  Damascus 252-267 

Introduction 252 

Political  conditions,  the  Monergist  Controversy      .      .  254 

The  Ecthesis 256 

The  Typus 257 

The   Monothelite   Controversy:    Rome,   the  Byzantine 

Church  and  the  State 257 

The    Sixth    Ecumenical    Council,    sanction    given    to 

dyothelitism 261 

The  Scholasticism  of  John  of  Damascus      ....  264 


CONTENTS.  xiii 

Page 

C.—  T/ic  enjoyment  of  Redemption  in  the  Present. 

CHAPTER  IV.— THK  MYSTERIES  AND  KINDRED  SUBJECTS    .  268—330 
Introduction ;  emergence  of  what  constitutes  mysteries ; 

legitimation    of  a  religion  of  the  second  rank;  mys- 

tagogic  theology 268 

S    I.  The  Lord's  Supper  and  the  other  mysteries;  Antiochene 

and    Alexandrian    mysticism,    their  union  in  cultus; 

Dionysius  the  Areopagite 276 

Details  regarding  Baptism 283 

History  of  development  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Supper 

in  its  sacramental  and  sacrificial  aspect;  the  Lord's 

Supper  and  the  Incarnation 283 

More    detailed  history  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Supper; 

Origen 290 

Eusebius,  Athanasius,  Basil,  Macarius 291 

Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  Gregory  of  Nyssa 292 

Chrysostom 297 

Dionysius 298 

Cyril  of  Alexandria  and  the  Monophysites  ....  299 

John  of  Damascus.— Conclusion 301 

$  II.  WORSHIP  OF  SAINTS;  Relics,  Martyrs  and  Pictures      .  304 
The   Seven   Points  of  Contact  for  the  legitimising  of 

this   Religion  of  the    Second  Rank,  or  heathenism, 

within  the  doctrina  pnhlica 305 

Reservations 310 

Details  regarding  Angel-worship 311 

Worship  of  Saints  and  Relics 312 

Mariolatry 3H 

Worship  of  pictures,  the  definitive  expression  of  Greek 

Piety 3i7 

Pictures,    Monachism   and  the  State ;  the  controversy 

over  images 3X9 

Synods  of  754,  787  and  842 324 

Images   remain    the    property  of  the  Church,  but  the 

Church  remains  the  property  of  the  State     .     .  329 
CHAPTER  V.— APPENDIX  :  HISTORICAL  SKETCH  OF  THE  RISE 

OF  THE  ORTHODOX  SYSTEM           33 1 ~ 353 


CHAPTER    I.1 

THE   DOCTRINE   OF   THE   HOMOUSIA   OF   THE   SON   OF   GOD 
WITH   GOD   HIMSELF.  " 

Is  the  Divine  which  appeared  on  the  earth  and  has  made 
its  presence  actively  felt,  identical  with  the  supremely  Divine 
that  rules  heaven  and  earth?  Did  the  Divine  which  appeared 
on  the  earth  enter  into  a  close  and  permanent  union  with 
human  nature,  so  that  it  has  actually  transfigured  it  and  raised 

1  Vide  Preface. 

2  See    the    Opp.    Athanas.,    and    in    addition    the    works    of    the   other  Church 
Fathers    of   the    fourth    century,   above  all,  those  of  Hilary,  the  Cappadocians  and 
Jerome  ;  the  Church  Histories  of  Sulpicius,  Rufinus,  Socrates,  Sozomen,  Theodoret, 
Gelasius,    the    Vita    Constantini    of  Eusebius,  the  Panarion  of  Epiphanius,  and  the 
Codex    Theodosianus    ed.    Hasnel;    on  the  other  side,  the  fragments  of  the  Church 
History  of  Philostorgius;  of  the  secular  historians,  Ammian  in  particular.     For  the 
proceedings  of  the  Councils  see  Mansi  Collect.  Cone.  v.  II.  and  III. ;  Hefele,  Con- 
ciliengesch.   and   ed.  v.  I.  and  II. ;  Walch,  Historic  der  Ketzereien  v.  II.  and  III.  • 
Miinscher,  Ueber  den  Sinn  der  nican.  Glaubensformel,  in  Henke's  Neues  Magazin, 
VI.,    p.    334    f. ;    Caspar!,    Quellen    zur  Gesch.  des  Taufsymbols,  4  vols.,  1866  ff. ; 
Hahn,  Bibliothek  der  Symbole,  2nd  ed.  1877;  Hort,  On  the  Constantinop.  Creed  and 
other  Eastern  Creeds  of  the  fourth  century,  1876  ;  Swainson,  The  Nicene  and  Apostles' 
Creeds,  1875;  Bright,  Notes  on  the  Canons  of  the  first  four  General  Councils,  1882  ; 
my    art.    "Konstantinop.    Symbol"    in    Herzog's    R.-Encykl.,   2nd  ed.    Besides  the 
historical    works    of   Baronius,    Tillemont,  Basnage,  Gibbon,  Schrockh,  de  Broglie, 
Wietersheim,  Richter.  Kaufmann,  Hertzberg,  Chastel,  Schiller,  Victor  Schultze,  and 
Boissier,  above  all,  Ranke,  (also  Loning,  Gesch.  d.  deutschen  Kirchenrechts.  vol.  I.) 
and    others,    the    references    in    Fabricius-Harless,    the    careful   biographies  of   the 
Fathers  of  the  fourth  century  by  Bohringer,  and  the  Histories  of  Dogma  by  Peta- 
vius,    Schwane,    Baur.    Dorner  (Entw.  Gesch.  d.  L.  v.  d.  Person  Christi),  Newman 
(Arians  of  the  fourth  century),  Nitzsch,  Schultz,  and  Thomasius  may  be  consulted. 
On    Lucian:    see    my  article  in  Herzog's  R.-Encyklop.  v.  VIII.  2,  and  in  my  Alt- 
christl.  Lit.  Gesch.  vol.  I.  On  Arius:  Maimbourg,  Hist,  de  TArianisme,  1673,  Travasa, 
Storia    della    vita    di    Ario,    1746;  Hassenkamp,  Hist.  ArianK  controversiae,  1845; 
Revillout,    De    1'Arianisme    des    peuples    germaniques,  1850;  Stark,    Versuch  emer 
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it  to  the  plane  of  the  eternal?  These  two  questions  necessarily 
arose  out  of  the  combination  of  the  incarnation  of  the  Logos 
and  the  deification  of  the  human  nature  (See  Vol.  III.,  p.  289  ff.) 
Along  with  the  questions,  however,  the  answers  too  were  given. 
But  it  was  only  after  severe  conflicts  that  these  answers  were 
able  to  establish  themselves  in  the  Church  as  dogmas.  The 
reasons  of  the  delay  in  their  acceptance  have  been  partly  already 
indicated  in  Vol.  III.,  pp.  167  ff.  and  will  further  appear  in 
what  follows.  In  the  fourth  century  the  first  question  was 
the  dominant  one  in  the  Church,  and  in  the  succeeding  cen 
turies  the  second.  We  have  to  do  with  the  first  to  begin  with. 
It  was  finally  answered  at  the  so-called  Second  CEcumenical 
Council,  381,  more  properly  in  the  year  383.  The  Council  of 
Nicaea  (325)  and  the  death  of  Constantine  (361)  mark  off  the 
main  stages  in  the  controversy. 

I.     FROM   THE   BEGINNING   OF   THE   CONTROVERSY   TO   THE 
COUNCIL   OF   NIC/EA. 

At    the    great    Oriental    Council  which  met  at  Antioch  about 
the    year    268,     the    Logos    doctrine    was    definitely    accepted, 

Gesch.  des  Arianism,  2  vols.,  1783  f •  j  Rolling,  Gesch.  der  arianischen  Haresie,  2 
vols.,  1874,  1883;  Gwatkin,  Studies  of  Arianism,  1882.  On  Athanasius  :  Mohler, 
Athan.  d.  Gr.,  1827;  Voigt,  Die  Lehre  d.  Athan.,  1861  ;  Cureton,  The  Festal 
Letters  of  Athan.,  1848;  Larsow,  Die  Festbriefe  des  hi.  Athan.,  1852;  Sievers, 
Ztschr.  f.  d.  hist.  Theol.,  1868,  I.  ;  Fialon,  St.  Athanase,  1877  5  Atzberger,  Die 
Logoslehre  d.  hi.  Athan.,  1880  (on  this  ThLZ.,  1880,  No.  8)  Eichhorn,  Athan.de 
vita  ascetica,  1886.  On  Marcellus :  Zahn,  M.  von  Ancyra,  1867;  Klose,  Gesch.  d. 
L.  des  Marcel  and  Photin,  1837.  Reinkens,  Hilarius,  1864;  Kriiger,  Lucifer,  1886, 
and  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  wiss.  Theol.,  1888,  p.  434  ff. ;  Klose,  Gesch.  und  Lehre  des 
Eunomius,  1833  ;  Rode,  Gesch.  der  Reaction  des  Kaiser  Julian,  1877  (also  the 
works  of  Naville,  Rendall  and  Mticke) ;  Ullmann,  Gregor  v.  Naz.,  2nd  ed.  1867' 
Draseke,  Qusest.  Nazianz.  Specimen,  1876;  Rupp,  Gregor  v.  Nyssa,  1834;  Klose, 
Basilius,  1835;  Fialon,  St.  Basile,  2nd  edit.  1869;  Rade,  Damasus,  1882;  Forster, 
Ambrosius,  1884;  Zb'ckler,  Hieronymus,  1875;  Giildenpenning  and  Ifland,  Theo- 
dosius  d.  Gr.,  1878;  Langen,  Gesch.  d.  rb'm.  Kirche,  I.  1881.  In  addition  the 
articles  on  the  subject  in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.  (particularly  those  by  Moller)  and 
in  the  Diet,  of  Christ.  Biography,  and  very  specially  the  article  Eusebius  by  Light- 
foot.  The  most  thorough  recent  investigation  of  the  subject  is  that  by  Gwatkin 
above  mentioned.  The  accounts  of  the  doctrines  of  Arius  and  Athanasius  in 
Bb'hringer  are  thoroughly  good  and  well-nigh  exhaustive.  The  literary  and  critical 
studies  of  the  Benedictines,  in  their  editions,  and  those  of  Tillemont  form  the  basis 
of  the  more  recent  works  also,  and  so  far  they  have  not  been  surpassed. 
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while  the  "  Homoousios "  on  the  other  hand  was  rejected.1 
The  most  learned  man  whom  the  East  at  that  time  possessed, 
Lucian  (of  Samosata :)  took  up  the  work  of  the  excommunicated 
metropolitan,  Paul  of  Samosata.  First  educated  at  the  school 
of  Edessa,  where  since  the  days  of  Bardesanes  a  free  and 
original  spirit  had  prevailed,  then  a  follower  of  Paul,  he  got 
from  the  latter  his  dislike  to  the  theology  of  "  the  ancient 
teachers",  and  with  this  he  united  the  critical  study  of  the 
Bible,  a  subject  in  which  he  became  a  master.  He  founded 
in  Antioch  an  exegetical-theological  school  which,  during  the 
time  of  the  three  episcopates  of  Domnus,  Timaus  and  Cyril, 
\vas  not  in  communion  with  the  Church  there,  but  which  after 
wards,  shortly  before  the  martyrdom  of  Lucian,  made  its  peace 
•with  the  Church. 

This  school  is  the  nursery  of  the  Arian  doctrine,  and  Lucian, 
its  head,  is  the  Arius  before  Arius.  Lucian  started  from  the 
Christology  of  Paul,  but,  following  the  tendency  of  the  time, 
and  perhaps  also  because  he  was  convinced  on  exegetical 
grounds,  he  united  it  with  the  Logos  Christology,  and  so 
created  a  fixed  form  of  doctrine. "  It  is  probable  that  it  was 
only  gradually  he  allowed  the  Logos  doctrine  to  have  stronger 
influence  on  the  Adoptian  form.  This  explains  why  it  was  not 
till  towards  the  end  of  his  life  that  he  was  able  to  bridge  over 
his  differences  with  the  Church.  He  was  revered  by  his  pupils 
both  as  the  teacher  par  excellence,  and  in  his  character  as 
ascetic;  his  martyrdom,  which  occurred  in  the  year  311  or  312, 
increased  his  reputation.  The  remembrance  of  having  sat  at 
the  feet  of  Lucian  was  a  firm  bond  of  union  amongst  his 
pupils.  After  the  time  of  persecution  they  received  influential 
ecclesiastical  posts. 3  There  was  no  longer  anything  to  recall 

1    See  Vol.  iii.,  pp.  40,  45. 

-    It  is  extremely  probable  that  Lucian's  study  of  Origen  too  had  convinced  him 
of    the  correctness    of   the    Logos  doctrine.     We    have  to  regard  his  doctrine  as  : 
combination  of  the  doctrines  of  Paul  and  Origen.    Lucian  and  Origen  are  class, 
together  by  Epiph.,  H.  76,  3,  as  teachers  of  the  Arians. 

a    Amongst  Lucians  pupils  were  Arius,  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia,  Menophantus  of 
Ephesus,    Theognis    of    Niccea,   Maris   of    Chalcedon,    Athanasius  of  Anaz: 
the  sophist  Asterius,  and  Leontius,  afterwards  bishop  of  Antioch,  and  others.  In  Syria 
the  pupils  of  Dorotheus-namely,  Eusebius  of  Csesarea  and  Paulinus  of  Tyre  wer 
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the  fact  that  their  master  had  formerly  been  outside  of  the 
Church.  These  pupils  as  a  body  afterwards  came  into  conflict 
more  or  less  strongly  with  the  Alexandrian  theology.  So  far 
as  we  know,  no  single  one  of  them  was  distinguished  as  a 
religious  character ;  but  they  knew  what  they  wanted ;  they 
were  absolutely  convinced  of  the  truth  of  their  school-doctrine, 
which  had  reason  and  Scripture  on  its  side.  This  is  what 
characterises  the  school.  At  a  time  when  the  Church  doctrine 
was  in  the  direst  confusion,  and  was  threatening  to  disappear, 
and  when  the  union  of  tradition,  Scripture,  and  philosophical 
speculation  in  the  form  of  dogma  had  been  already  called  for, 
but  had  not  yet  been  accomplished,  this  school  was  conscious 
of  possessing  an  established  system  of  doctrine  which  at  the 
same  time  permitted  freedom.  This  was  its  strength.  * 

The  accounts  of  Lucian's  Christology  which  have  been  handed 
down  are  meagre  enough,  still  they  give  us  a  sufficiently  clear 
picture  of  his  views.  God  is  One ;  there  is  nothing  equal  to 
Him ;  for  everything  besides  Him  is  created.  He  has  created 

supporters  of  Arius,  as  were  also  many  of  Origen's  admirers.  As  regards  the  other 
partisans  of  Arius  who  are  known  to  us  by  name,  we  do  not  know  whether  they 
were  pupils  of  Lucian  or  not.  Egypt  and  Libya  are  represented  by  Theonas  of 
Marmarica,  Secundus  of  Ptolemais  and  the  presbyter  Georgius  of  Alexandria,  and 
further,  according  to  Philostorgius,  by  Daches  of  Berenice,  Secundus  of  Tauchira, 
Sentianus  of  Boraum,  Zopyrus  of  Barka  and  Meletius  of  Lykopolis.  In  other  provinces 
we  have  Petrophilus  of  Scythopolis,  Narcissus  of  Neronias,  Theodotus  ofLaodicea, 
Gregorius  of  Berytus  and  Aetius  of  Lydda.  Philostorgius  further  mentions  others, 
but  he  also  reckons  as  belonging  to  his  party  those  old  bishops  who  did  not  live 
to  see  the  outbreak  of  the  controversy  and  who  accordingly  have  been  claimed  by 
the  orthodox  side  as  well;  see  Gwatkin  1.  c.,  p.  31.  For  other  names  of  presbyters 
and  deacons  at  Alexandria  who  held  Arian  views,  see  the  letters  of  Alexander  in 
Theodoret,  I.  4,  and  Socrates,  I.  6. 

1  These  pupils  of  Lucian  must  have  displayed  all  the  self-consciousness,  the 
assurance,  and  the  arrogance  of  a  youthful  exclusive  school  (ex  TV\C,  u.\j'rv,c,  Syhyry- 
pi'ou  QpxTpt'x/;,  says  Epiphanius  in  one  place,  H.  69,  5),  haughtily  setting  themselves 
far  above  the  "ancients"  and  pitying  their  want  of  intelligence.  Highly  characteristic 
in  this  respect  is  the  account  of  Alexander,  their  opponent,  after  making  all 
allowance  for  the  malevolent  element  in  it ;  see  very  specially  the  following 
passage,  Theodoret,  H.  E.  I.  4) :  o'i  ovds  TWV  xp^xlav  rtvxi;  <rvyxpi'vsiv  IXVTCHC,  x^iova-iv, 
ou$e  ol$  Ypels  ex  irxiSuv  upihyo-xpev  SiSxtrxxAoii;  e£t<rovir8xi  »vt%ovTxf  «AA'  ov$e 
TUV  vvv  TTXVTX%OV  (rvA.AeiTOvp'ywv  TIVX  sit;  perpov  <rofyi'xi;  Jryovvrxr  povoi  a-otyoi  xxi 
atxrtjpovei;  xxi  SoypxTUv  evperxt  AeyovTe?  elvxi,  xxi  xlroit;  XTroxexxhvfyQctt  povoit;, 
Kirep  ovSfvt  T&V  virb  TOV  {j'A/ov  erspta  TreQvxsv  thdetv  elf  evvoixv.  One  may  further 
compare  the  introduction  to  the  Thalia. 
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the  Logos  or  Wisdom— who  is  to  be  distinguished  from  the 
inner  divine  Logos — out  of  the  things  that  are  not  (*'£  OVK  GVTUV), 
and  sent  him  into  the  world.  '  This  Logos  has  taken  a  human 
body  though  not  a  human  soul,  and  accordingly  all  the  feelings 
and  spiritual  struggles  of  Christ  are  to  be  attributed  to  the 
Logos.  Christ  has  made  known  the  Father  to  us,  and  by  being 
man  and  by  his  death  has  given  us  an  example  of  patience. 
This  exhausts  his  work,  by  means  of  which — for  so  we  may 
complete  the  thought — he,  constantly  progressing,  has  entered 
into  perfect  glory.  It  is  the  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samosata, 
but  instead  of  man  it  is  a  created  heavenly  being  who  here 
becomes  "Lord".  Lucian  must  have  put  all  the  emphasis 
on  the  'uout  of  the  things  that  are  not "  (f£  ov%  GVTUV)  and 
on  the  "progress"  (TTPOXOTTV).  The  creaturehood  of  the  Son, 
the  denial  of  his  co-eternity  with  the  Father,  and  the  unchange- 
ableness  of  the  Son  achieved  by  constant  progress  and  constancy, 
constitute  the  main  articles  in  the  doctrine  of  Lucian  and  his 
school.  Just  because  of  this  he  refuses  to  recognise  in  the  Son 
the  perfectly  equal  image  of  the  ousia  or  substance  of  the 
Father  (Philost.  II.  1 5). "  There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the 

1  He  is  thus  a  created  '•  God." 

2  For  the  proofs  of  what  is  here  said  regarding  Lucian  see  my  article  "  Lucian  " 
in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.,  2nd  ed.  Vol.  VIII.  Here  I  give  merely  the  following.  For 
the    close    connection   between  Arius  and  Lucian  we  possess  a  series  of  witnesses. 
Alexander  of  Alex,  says  expressly  in  his  letter  to  Alexander  (Theodoret  H.E.I.  4) 
that  Arius  started  from  Lucian.  Arius  himself  in  his  letter  to  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia 
describes    himself  and  his  friend  as  £f/AA0vx<awa'r)fc ;  Philostorgius  enumerates  the 
pupils    of    Lucian.    whom    he    regards  as  the  friends  of  Arius  (II.   14).  and  lets  us 
see    (II.    3,    13—15    and  III.    15)  that  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century  Lucian 
was    still    regarded    as    the  patriarch  and  teacher  of  the  Arians.  Epiphanius  (Ha?r. 
43.    I)    and    Philostorgius  (1.  c.)  inform  us  that  Lucian  was  revered  by  the  Arians 
as  a  martyr.     Epiphanius  and  Marius  Victorinus  call  the  Arians  "  Lucianists  "  (see 
nlso    Epiph.    H.   76.  3).     Sozomen    relates  that  the  Fathers  of  Arian  or  semi-Arian 
views    assembled    in    Antioch    in    the    year    341   accepted  a  confession  of  faith  of 
Lucian's  (III.  5).  This  confession  is,  it  is  true,  given  by  Athanasius  (de  synodis  23), 
Socrates  (II.   10)  and  Hilary  (de  synod.  29)  without  any  statement  as  to  its  having 
originated    with    Lucian  ;  but  Sozomen  informs  us  that  a  semi-Arian  synod  which 
met    in    Caria    in   367  also  recognised  it  as  Lucianist  (VI.   12).     According    to  the 
author  of  the  seven  dialogues  on  the  Trinity,  who  was  probably  Maximus  Confessor, 
the  Macedonians  did  the  same  (Dial.  III.  in  Theodoreti  Opp.  V.  2,  p.  991  sq.,ed. 
Schultze    and    Noss).    The  semi-Arians  also  at  the  synod  of  Seleucia  in  359  seem 
to  have  ascribed  the  Confession  to  Lucian  (see  Caspar!,  Alte  und  neue  Quellen  zur 
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philosophy  to  which  Lucian  adhered.  He  worked  with  the 
means  supplied  by  the  critical  and  dialectic  philosophy  of 
Aristotle,  although  indeed  his  conception  of  God  was  Platonic, 
and  though  his  Logos  doctrine  had  nothing  in  common  with 
the  teaching  of  Aristotle.  His  opponents  have  expressly  informed 
us  that  his  pupils  turned  to  account  the  Aristotelian  philosophy.  ' 
If  one  recollects  that  in  the  third  century  the  Theodotian-Adop- 
tian  Christology  was  founded  by  the  help  of  what  was  supplied 
by  Aristotelianism,  and  that  the  Theodotians  were  also  given 
to  the  critical  study  of  the  Bible, 2  the  connection  between 
Arianism  and  Adoptianism  thus  becomes  clear.  It  is  incorrect 
to  trace  the  entire  opposition  between  the  Orthodox  and  the 
Arians  to  the  opposition  between  Platonism  and  Aristotelianism, 
incorrect  if  for  no  other  reason  because  a  strong  Platonic 
element  is  contained  in  what  they  possess  in  common — namely, 
the  doctrine  of  God  and  of  the  Logos ;  but  it  is  correct  to  say 
that  the  opposition  cannot  be  understood  if  regard  is  not  had 
to  the  different  philosophical  methods  employed. 3  In  Lucian  s 
teaching  Adoptianism  is  combined1"  with  the  doctrine  of  the 
Logos  as  a  creature  (urif/Atx),  and  this  form  of  doctrine  is  developed 
by  the  aid  of  the  Aristotelian  philosophy  and  based  on  tJie 

Gesch.  d.  Taufsymbols,  p.  42  f.,  n.  18).  Since  Sozomen  himself,  however,  questions, 
the  correctness  of  the  view  which  attributes  it  to  Lucian,  and  since,  moreover,  other 
reasons  may  be  alleged  against  it,  we  ought  with  Caspari  to  regard  the  creed  as- 
a  redaction  of  a  confession  of  Lucian's.  This  fact  too  shews  what  a  high  reputation 
the  martyr  had  in  those  circles.  That  Lucian's  school  was  pre-eminently  an  exegetical 
one  is  evident  amongst  other  things  from  Lucian's  well-known  activity  in  textual 
criticism,  as  well  as  from  Philostorg.  (III.  15). 

1  See  on  Arius,  e.g.,  Epiphan.  H.  69  c.  69,  on  Aetius,  who  was  indirectly  a  pupil 
of   Lucian    (Philostorg.    III.   15),    the    numerous  passages  in  the  Cappadocians  and 
Epiphanius  H.  76  T.  III.,  p.  251,  ed.  Oehler.  Besides,  in  almost  every  sentence  of 
what  is  left  us  of  the  writings  of  Ae'tius  we  see  the  Aristotelian.  Philostorgius  testifies, 
to    the  fact  that  he  specially  occupied  himself  with  Logic  and  Gramm ar ;  see  above 
all,  the  little  work  of  Ae'tius  in  74  theses,  which  Epiphanius  (H.  76)  has  preserved 
for  us.  In  his  application  of  Aristotelianism  Ae'tius,  however,  went  further  than  AriusT 
as  is  peculiarly  evident  from  the  thesis  of  the  knowableness  of  God. 

2  See  Vol.  III.,  p.  24. 

3  Correctly  given  in  Baur,  L.  v.  d.  Dreieinigkeit  I.,  p.  387  ff. — not  at  all  clear 
in  Dorner  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  859. 

4  It    is  self-evident  that  this  combination  deprived  Paul's  system  of  doctrine  of 
all  the  merit  which  it  contained. 
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critical  exegesis  of  the  Bible.  Aristotelian  Rationalism  dominated 
the  school.  The  thought  of  an  actual  redemption  was  put  in 
the  background.  The  Christian  interest  in  monotheism  is 
exhausted  by  the  statement  that  the  predicate  "  underived " 
attaches  to  one  single  being  only.  This  interest  in  the  "  un- 
begotten  begetter",  and  also,  what  is  closely  connected  with 
it,  the  ranging  of  all  theological  thoughts  under  the  antithesis 
of  first  cause  or  God,  and  creation,  are  also  Aristotelian. 
Theology  here  became  a  "Technology",  that  is,  a  doctrine  of 
the  unbegotten  and  the  begotten  '  which  was  worked  out  in 
syllogisms  and  based  on  the  sacred  codex. 

A  pupil  of  Lucian  named  Arius,  perhaps  a  Lybian  by  birth, 
became  when  already  well  up  in  years,  first  deacon  in  Alexan 
dria,  and  afterwards  presbyter-  in  the  church  of  Baukalis.  The 
presbyters  there  at  that  period  still  possessed  a  more  indepen 
dent  position  than  anywhere  else. 2  Owing,  however,  to  the 
influence  of  the  martyr  bishop  Peter  (+311)  a  tendency 
had  gained  ascendency  in  the  episcopate  in  Alexandria,  which 
led  to  Christian  doctrine  being  sharply  marked  off  from  the 
teachings  of  Greek  philosophy  ([taQyftxrx  T-/JZ  'E/Jwixyt; 

o  *•  *•       *  x 

(piXoTcQtx?)  the  presence  of  which  had  been  observed  in 
Origen,  and  in  general  shewed  itself  in  a  distrust  of 

1  According  to  Theodoret  (Hrer.  fab.  IV.  3)  it  was  Aetius  himself  who  called 
theology  "•  technology.'1  Perhaps  the  most  characteristic  example  of  how  this  technology 
treated  purely  religious  language  is  to  be  found  in  the  benediction  with  which 
Aetius  concluded  one  of  his  works  (Epiphan.  H,  76.  T.  III.,  p.  222,  ed.  Oehler). 
'Eppupevovi;  xxi  sppca^evx?  vpxi;  6  iav  xuTcyevv^roi;  ®e6t;,  6  xxi  povoi;  x^Sivbi;  Ofoi; 
Trpoo-xyopevSeit;  VTTO  rov  XTTOO-TX^VTOI;  Jly<rov  XpitrTov,  VTTOO-TXVTOI;  re  x^Qus  *po 
xlwvuv  xxi  'ovrof  xAyQcHs  yfvvtfTif?  virorTxa-ewt;,  StxTypytrei  xirb  TV??  xo-ffieixt;,  ev 

XptffTH       'Iy<r0t      T<0       XVplU       VIJ.UV,      §l'      OV     7TXO-X      $6£X      TM    KXTpl    XXt    VVV    XXI    XCl    XXI 

fit;  TOV?  xiuvxs  TUV  xitavwv.  'A^t^v.  This  reminds  us  mutatis  mutandis  of  the 
benediction  of  the  modern  rationalistic  preacher,  uThe  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  the  great  teacher  and  friend  of  men,  be  with  you  all."  I  am  glad  further 
to  see  that  Rupp  too  (Gregor  von  Nyssa,  p.  137)  lias  connected  the  conception  of 
xj-svvyo-Sx,  as  being  a  central  one  in  Eunomius,  with  the  vpurov  xivovv  xxi'vyrov 
of  Aristotle. 

•    Spite,    however,    of  what  we  know  of  the  Meletian  schism  in  Alexandria  and 
of  the  temporary  connection  of  Arius  with  it,  (cf.  also  the  schism  of  Colh 
is    not    very    clear   if  the  outbreak  of  the  Arian  controversy- is  connected  with  tl 
opposition  between  episcopate  and  presbyterate  (against  Bohringer).  The  Alexandn 
Presbyters  were  at  that  time  actual  Parochi.  There  are  some  obscure  refe 
the  letter  of  Alexander  (Theodoret  I.  4),  see  Gwatkin,  p.  29. 
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"scientific"  theology,  while  at  the  same  time  the  thought 
of  the  distinction  between  the  Logos  and  the  Father  was 
given  a  secondary  place.  l  Arius  nevertheless  fearlessly  advanced 
the  views  he  had  learned  from  Lucian.  The  description  we 
get  of  him  is  that  of  a  man  of  grave  appearance  and  a  strict 
ascetic,  but  at  the  same  time  affable  and  of  a  prepossessing 
character,  though  vain.  He  was  highly  respected  in  the  city ; 
the  ascetics  and  the  virgins  were  specially  attached  to  him. 
His  activity  had  been  recognised  also  by  the  new  bishop 
Alexander  who  began  his  episcopate  in  313.  The  outbreak  of 
the  controversy  is  wrapped  in  obscurity,  owing  to  the  fact 
that  the  accounts  are  mutually  contradictory.  According  to  the 
oldest  testimony  it  was  an  opinion  expressed  by  Arius  when 
questioned  by  the  bishop  on  a  certain  passage  of  Scripture,  and 
to  which  he  obstinately  adhered,  which  really  began  the  con 
troversy,  '  possibly  in  the  year  318.  Since  the  persecution  had 
ceased,  the  Christological  question  was  the  dominant  one  in  the 
Alexandrian  Church.  Arius  was  not  the  first  to  raise  it.  On 
the  contrary  he  was  able  later  on  to  remind  the  bishop  how 
the  latter  had  often  both  in  the  Church  and  in  the  Council  of 
Presbyters  (sv  (tsry  r?,  tY.y.l.y'jiz  y.?,}  wssdpiy  irtetffT&Kti;)  refuted 
the  Valentinian  Christology,  according  to  which  the  Son  is  an 
emanation, — the  Manichaean,  according  to  which  the  Son  is  a 
consubstantial  part  of  the  Father  (ftspoc  cpocvviov  rev  wotrpos), 
— the  Sabellian,  according  to  which  the  Godhead  involves  the 
identity  of  the  Son  and  Father  (uw7r«r«/?), — that  of  Hieracas. 
according  to  which  the  Son  is  a  torch  lighted  at  the  torch  of 
the  Father,  that  Son  and  Father  are  a  bipartite  light  and  so 
on, — and  how  he,  Arius,  had  agreed  with  him. 3  It  was  only 
after  considerable  hesitation  and  perhaps  vacillation  too,  that 

i    See  Vol.  Ill,  p.  99  ff. 

"  See  Constantine's  letter  in  Euseb.,  Vita  Constant.  II.  69;  the  notices  in  the 
Church  historians  and  in  Epiphanius  (II.  69.  4)  can  hardly  be  reconciled  with  it. 
Along  with  Constantine's  statements  the  account  of  Socrates  is  specially  worthy  of 
consideration  (I.  5). 

3  Ep.  Arii  ad  Alex,  in  Athanas.  cle  synod.  16  and  Epiphan.  H.  69.  7.  According 
to  Philostorg.  I.  3,  the  exertions  of  Arius  had  very  specially  contributed  to  bring 
about  the  election  of  Alexander  as  bishop,  although  he  could  then  have  become 
bishop  himself. 
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Alexander  resolved  on  the  excommunication  of  Arius.  It  took 
place  at  a  Synod  held  in  321  or  320  in  presence  of  about 
one  hundred  Egyptian  and  Lybian  bishops.  Along  with  Arius 
some  presbyters  and  deacons  of  Alexandria,  as  well  as  the 
Lybian  bishops  Theonas  and  Secundus,  were  deposed.  This 
did  not  quieten  Arius.  He  sought  and  forthwith  found  support 
amongst  his  old  friends,  and  above  all,  got  the  help  of  Eusebius 
of  Nicomedia.  This  student-friend  had  an  old  cause  of  quarrel 
with  Alexander,  '  and,  contrary  to  ecclesiastical  law,  had  been 
transferred  to  Nicomedia  by  Berytus,  the  most  influential  bishop  " 
at  the  court  of  the  Empress,  a  sister  of  Constantine.  Arius, 
driven  out  of  Alexandria  "as  an  atheist",  had  written  to  him 
from  Palestine.  :i  He  was  able  to  appeal  to  a  number  of  eastern 
bishops,  and  above  all,  to  Eusebius  of  Csesarea;  in  fact  he 
asserted  that  all  the  eastern  bishops  agreed  with  him  and  had 
on  this  account  been  put  under  the  ban  by  Alexander  (?). 
Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  espoused  the  cause  of  Arius  in  the  most 
energetic  fashion  in  a  large  number  of  letters. 4  Alexander  on 
his  part  also  looked  about  for  allies.  He  wrote  numerous  letters 
to  the  bishops,  two  of  which  have  been  preserved — namely,  the 
Encyclica,  i.e.,  the  official  report  of  what  had  occurred, 5  and 
the  epistle  to  Alexander,  Bishop  of  Constantinople.  (?) 6  In  the 

1  Ep.  Alexandti  in  Socr.  I.  6  on  Eusebius.  Tijv  TTX^XI  -yap  xt/roC  xxxovotzv  T^V 
%p6via  a-iwTTy'ie'ia-xv  vuv  Six  TOVTUV  (by  letters)  xvacvsutrxi  fiovAopevot;,  a^^xrl^irxi 
[j.sv  ut;  inrep  TOVTM  ypzfywv  tpyw  $£  Seixvvrtv,  utr  ori  vxep  exvrov  o-xovdx^ctiv 
TOVTO  Trots?.  His  lust  of  power  is  characterised  by  Alexander  in  the  words  (1.  c) 
vopio-KG  ETT'  C/.ITM  xeltrdxt  TX  Ty$  exxhyirtxt;. 

•  He    is    supposed  to  have  been  related  to  the  Emperor.     According  to  a  letter 
of    Constantine's    of  a  later  date  (in  Theodoret.  II.  E.  I.    19)  he  remained  faithful 
to  Licinius  and  had  before  the  catastrophe  worked  against  Constantine. 

:<    Theodoret  H.   E.   I.   5,  Epiph.  H.  69  6. 

*  See  the  letter  to   Paulinus  of  Tyre-which   is  put  later  by  some— in  Theodoret, 
II.   E.  I.   6.  In  this  letter  Eusebius  praises  the  zeal  of  the  Church  historian  Eusebius 
in    the    matter   and  blames  Paulinus  for  his  silence.   He  too  ought  to  come  to  the 
help    of    Arius    by    giving    a    written  opinion   based  on  the  theology  of  the  Bible. 
There  is  a  fragment   of  a  letter  of  Eusebius  to  Arius  in  Athanasius.  de  synod.  17, 
where  there  are  also  other  letters  of  the   friends  of  Anus. 

'•>  See  Socrat.  H.  E.  I.  6  and  Athanas.,  Opp.  I.,  p.  3»3  S4-  (ed-  Paris>  l689' 
P-  397  sq.). 

«    Theodoret.  II.   E.  I.  4.  The  address  is  probably  incorrect;  the  1 
to  several  persons. 
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latter  letter,  which  is  written  in  a  very  hostile  tone,  Alexander 
sought  to  check  the  powerful  propaganda  of  Arianism.  He 
appealed  to  the  bishops  of  the  whole  of  Egypt  and  the  Thebaid 
and  further  to  the  Lybian,  Pentapolitan,  Syrian,  Lycio-Pam- 
phylian,  Asiatic,  Cappadocian,  and  other  bishops.  Arius  betook 
himself  to  Nicomedia  and  from  there  addressed  a  conciliatory 
epistle  to  the  Alexandrian  bishop  which  we  still  possess.  :  He 
also  composed  at  that  time  his  "  Thalia,"  of  whose  contents  which 
were  partly  in  prose  and  partly  in  verse,  we  cannot  form  any 
very  correct  idea  from  the  few  fragments  handed  down  to  us 
by  Athanasius.  His  supporters  thought  a  great  deal  of  this 
work  while  his  opponents  condemned  it  as  profane,  feeble,  and 
affected. 2  A  Bithynian  Synod  under  the  leadership  of  Eusebius 
decided  for  Arius, 3  and  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  entered  into 
communication  with  Alexander  of  Alexandria  in  the  character 
of  mediator,  in  order  to  induce  him  to  take  a  more  favourable 
view  of  the  doctrine  of  the  excommunicated  presbyter. 4  It 
may  have  been,  more  than  anything  else,  the  political  state  of 
things  which  allowed  Arius  to  find  his  way  back  once  more 
to  Alexandria.  Under  the  patronage  of  some  distinguished 
bishops  with  whom  he  had  entered  into  correspondence,  but 
who  were  not  able  to  bring  about  any  amicable  arrangement 
with  Alexander,  Arius  resumed  his  work  in  the  city. 5  In  the 
autumn  of  323  Constantine,  after  his  victory  over  Licinius,  be 
came  sole  ruler  in  the  Roman  Empire.  The  controversy  had 
already  begun  to  rage  in  all  the  coast-provinces  of  the  East. 
Not  only  did  the  bishops  contend  with  each  other,  but  the 
common  people  too  began  to  take  sides,  and  the  dispute  was 
carried  on  in  such  a  base  manner  that  the  Jews  scoffed  at  the 

1     See  note  3,  p.  8. 

-  On  the  Thalia  see  Athan.,  Orat.  c.  Arian  I.  2 — 10;  cle  synod.  15.  Philostor- 
gius  II.  2  tells  us  that  Arius  put  his  doctrine  also  into  songs  for  sailors,  millers, 
and  travellers  etc.,  in  order  thus  to  bring  it  to  the  notice  of  the  lower  classes. 
Athanasius  also  mentions  songs.  \Ve  can  see  from  this  that  Arius  made  no  distinc 
tion  between  faith  and  philosophical  theology.  He  followed  the  tendency  of  the 
time.  His  opponents  are  for  him  "heretics." 

3  Sozom.  I.   15. 

4  The  letter  is  in  the  Acts  of  the  Second  Niceue  Council,  Mansi  XIII.,  p.  3'S- 

5  Sozom.  I.   i?. 
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thing  in  the  theatres,  and  turned  the  most  sacred  parts  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church  into  ridicule.  '  Constantine  forthwith  inter 
fered.  The  very  full  letter  which  he  sent  to  Alexander  and 
Arius, "  in  323 — 24,  is  one  of  the  most  important  monuments  of 
his  religious  policy.  The  controversy  is  described  as  an  idle 
wrangle  over  incomprehensible  things,  since  the  opponents  are, 
he  says,  at  one  as  regards  the  main  point. 3  But  the  letter  had  no 
effect,  nor  was  the  court-bishop,  Hosius  of  Cordova,  who  brought 
it,  and  who  as  an  Occidental  appeared  to  be  committed  to  neither 
side,  able  to  effect  a  reconciliation  between  the  parties.  In  all 
probability,  however,  Hosius  had  already  come  to  an  under 
standing  4  in  Alexandria  with  Alexander,  and  the  latter  shortly 

1  Euseb.,  Vita  Coxist.  II.  61  ;  Socrates  I.  7;  Theodoret  I.  6  ;  the  discord  extended 
even  into  families. 

2  Vita  Const.  II.  64—70. 

3  Constantine  wrote  the  letter  not  as  a   theologian,  but  as  Emperor,  which  ought 
in  fairness  to  be  reckoned  to  his  credit.  The  introduction  is  very  skilfully  worded : 
the    Emperor    trusted  that  he  would  be  able  with  the  help  of  the  Eastern  bishops 
to    compose    the    Donatist    schism,    and   now  he  sees  the  East  torn  by  a  far  more 
destructive  schism.  lie  offers  his  services  as  mediator  and  accordingly  takes  up  an 
absolutely  impartial  position.  "  Alexander  should  not  have  asked  the  questions  and 
Arius   should  not  have  answered  them ;  for  such  questions  lie  outside  the  "  Law " ; 
and    above   all,  care  ought  to  have  been  taken  not  to  bring  them  to  the  notice  of 
the   people.    The  opponents,  who  at  bottom  presumably  had  the  same  convictions, 
ought  to  come  to  an  agreement  and  compose  their  differences;  this  is  what  is  done 
in    the  scho'ols  of  philosophy;  those  who  attend  them  dispute,  but  they  afterwards 
formulate  terms  of  agreement  upon  a  common  basis.  It  is  only  the  common  people 
and  ignorant  boys  who  quarrel  about  trifles."  The  close  of  the  letter  expresses  the 
very  great  anxiety  felt  by  the  Emperor  lest  the  grand  work  of  restoring  peace  and 
unity    entrusted    to    him  by  Providence  should  be  hindered.    He  accordingly  most 
earnestly  urges  peace,  even  if  they  cannot  actually  agree.  ///  nccessariis  umtas.  in 
dubiis    libertas    and— reserve,    is    thus    the    watchword  of  the  Emperor;  in  faith  in 
Providence    and    in    the    conception  of  the  Supreme  Being  they  are  certainly  one : 
for    the    upholder    of   all   has  given  to  all  a  common  light;  differences  of  opinion 
on    separate   points    are    unavoidable    and    are    perfectly    legitimate   when  there   is 
radical    unity    in    dogma.     « Restore  to    me  my  peaceful  days  and  my  undisturbed 
nights    and    do    not    allow    me   to  spend  what  remains  of  my  life  in  joylessness 
The  close  is  once  more  very  effective:  he  had  already  started,  he  says,  for  Alexandria, 
but    had    turned   back    when    he    heard  of  the  split;  the  combatants  may  make  r 
possible    for    him    to    come   by  becoming  reconciled.     This  letter  can  hardly  have 
been    written    under    the  influence  of  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia;  still  Nicomedia  1: 
already    before    this    been    the    starting-point    of   a    movement   for  bringing  al 
union,  as  the  conciliatory  epistle  of  Arius  and  the  pacific  letter  of  his  friends  prove. 

*    If    according    to    Socrat.    III.    7,    he    at    this  time  agitated  in  Alexandria  the 
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after  took  a  journey  to  Nicomedia,  thoroughly  completed  the 
understanding,  talked  over  some  other  bishops  there,  and  so 
prepared  the  way  for  the  decision  of  the  Council  of  Nicaea.  ' 
The  Emperor  was  won  over  by  Hosius  after  he  perceived  the 
fruitlessness  of  his  union-policy.  2  He  now  summoned  a  General 
Council  to  meet  at  Nicaea,  apparently  on  the  advice  of  Hosius,  :i 
and  the  latter  had  the  main  share  also  in  determining!-  the 

o 

choice  of  the  formula  proposed.  ' 

But  before  we  take  up  the  Council  of  Nicaea,  we  must  get 
some  idea  of  the  doctrines  of  the  contending  parties. 

We  still  know  what  were  the  Christological  formulae  of  Bishop 
Alexander  which  were  attacked  by  Arius.  5  They  were  the 
words  :  "Aii  tto;,  txii  vioz,  x^z  TTZT-/IP,  apz  aloe,  7-jyj7rxp%£i  o 
vTo:  aysw/iTtiz  ''  ry  (Is:-:,  ixsfyfv^^  xysv/iTcysvy/z,  ovr"1  STTivotot,  cvr* 


question  about  ov<rix  and  imoyrct^i^  it  must  have  been  in  the  western-orthodox 
sense.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said  (1.  c.)  that  Hosius  when  in  Alexandria 
endeavoured  to  refute  the  doctrine  of  Sabellius.  He  might  thus,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  regard  himself  as  a  mediator,  namely,  between  the  Arian  and  Sabelliaii 
doctrinal  propositions;  see  on  this  below.  It  is  probable  that  a  Synod  was  held 
in  Alexandria  during  his  stay  there. 

1  This,    it    is    true,    is    the  account  only  of  Philostorgius  (I.  7),  but  there  is  no 
reason  for  mistrusting  him. 

2  In    Egypt    the    tumults    were    so  serious  that  even  the  image  of  the  Emperor 
was  attacked  (Vita  Const.  III.  4). 

3  This  is  the  account  given  by  Sulpicius  Severus,  Chron.  II.  40  ;  "Nicaena  synodus 
auctore  Hosio  confecta  habebatur." 

4  Athan.    hist.    Arian.    42  ;    OVTOI;    ev   teixxix  TTIO-TIV  e£e&ETO.  On  Hosius  see  the 
lengthy  article  in  the  Diet,  of  Christ.  Biogr.  The  life  of  this  important  and  influential 
bishop  covers  the  century  between  the  death  of  Origen  and  the  birth  of  Augustine. 

5  From  the  letter  of  Arius  to  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia. 

6  Lightfoot    (S.    Ignatius    Vol.  II.,  p.  90  ff.)  has  published  a  learned  discussion 
on  ccyevyros  (underived)  and  ofyswyTOt;  (unbegotten)  in  the  Fathers  up  till  Athana- 
sius.    Ignatius    (Eph.    7)    called    the  Son  as  to  His  Godhead  ';  ayci/iojTO?."     In  the 
first  decades  of  the  Arian  controversy  no  distinction  was  made  between  the  words, 
/'.*.,    the    difference    in    the    writing    of   them    was    not  taken  account  of,  and  this 
produced  frightful  confusion.  Still  Athanasius  saw  clearly  from  the  first  that  though 
the    conception    of   generation    might    hold  good  of  the  Son,  that  of  becoming  or 
derivation    did    not;  s.  de  synod  3:  TOV  KXTSpx  (j.6vov  xvxp%ov  'OVTX  xxi  a.yevvyrov 
yeysvvyxevxi    aveQ>tXTia$    xxi    irx<riv    xxxrx^TTTat;  o't$x/j.ev  TOV  Se  iitov  yeyevvya-Qxt 
irpo    xiuvuv    xxi    /tyxsTi    6/Aoiw;    TU>    Trxrpi    otyivvyTov    eJvxi  xxt  ctvrav,  «AA'  ap%ijv 
e%f;v    TOV    'yew^irxvTX    irxrepx.    Spite  of  this  he  could  say  (1.  c.  c.  46)  :  TOVTO  TO 
'ovopx  —  scil.  xyswyTO$,  as  if  it  were  identical  in  form  with  «yev>>To;  —  Six<popx£%ei 
TX  <ry(j.xiv6iJ.evx.  xxi  ol  /lev,  TO  '6v  ptv  ftyTe  $s  yevv^sv^  I^TS  oAw?  'e%ov  TOV  X'ITIOV, 
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nv\  yrpoayst  o  Qsoc  TOV  vtov,  xs}  Qsoc,  xsi  vice,  s:-  xvrov  TOV 
dsov  o  vice  i  always  God,  always  Son,  at  the  same  time  Father, 
at  the  same  time  Son,  the  Son  exists  unbegotten  with  the 
Father,  everlasting,  uncreated,  neither  in  conception  nor  in  any 
smallest  point  does  God  excel  the  Son,  always  God,  always 
Son,  from  God  Himself  the  Son. 


iv  xyevvyTov,  01  $s  TO  XXTIO-TOV-,  see  also  the  tiresome  distinctions  in  the 
work  "de  clecret.  synod.  Nic."  28  sq.  The  distinction  in  fact  between  ytvvxvt  y/y- 
veo-Qxt,  xTi'^eiv  was  not  yet  itself  a  definite  one.  At  a  later  period  there  was  no 
hesitation  in  asserting  that  the  Son  both  as  God  and  as  Man  is  yewyTO/;  ;  s.  Joh. 
Damasc.  I.  8  :  %py  yxp  eiSevxi,  on  TO  xyevyTov,  $ix  TOV  evds  v  ypaQofitvov,  TO 
XXTHTTOV  vi  TO  (J.y  yev6ftevov  tryftxfvei,  TO  $e  xysvvyTov,  Six  TUV  Svo  v  ypxtyofisvov, 
Sy^oH  TO  py  yevvySev.  From  this  he  infers  that  the  Father  only  is  xyevvyros,  while 
the  Son  as  God  is  yewyTOi;  and  indeed  povoc  yevvyTos.  One  can  see  from  the 
wonderful  word  of  Alexander's,  xyevyToyevys,  what  difficulties  were  created  at  first  for 
the  orthodox  by  the  xyev[v]yTO$.  Athanasius  would  have  preferred  to  banish  entirely 
the  fatal  word  and  not  to  have  used  it  even  for  the  Father.  That  it,  as  is  the  case 
with  opoova-iot;  also,  was  first  used  by  the  Gnostics  and  in  fact  by  the  Valentinians 
is  evident  from  the  striking  passage  in  the  letter  of  Ptolemaus  to  Flora  c.  5,  which 
has  hitherto  escaped  the  notice  of  those  who  have  investigated  the  subject.  Ptole 
maus  is  there  dealing  with  the  only  good  primal  God,  the  primal  ground  of  all 
Being  and  all  things,  with  the  true  demiurge  and  Satan.  He  writes  amongst  other 
things:  xxi  ea-Txt  (6  Sypiovpybt;)  /xJv  ttaeraeietTTipoe  TOV  rete/ov  ®eov,  XTS  5>j  xxt 
yewtfTo?  uv  xxi  ovx.  xyevvvtrof  —  el?  yxp  eo-Tiv  xyevvyTOi;  6  KXTJP,  e%  oil  TX  KKVTX  .  .  . 
pf%(tiv  $e  xxi  xupiidTipoi;  TOV  xvTixfipivov  yevfoeTXi  xxi  eTipx?  ovtrixt;  Te  xxi 
Qvo-fwt;  irefyvxws  irxpx  TJJV  IxxTSpuv  TOVTWV  oittrixv  .  .  .  TOV  Se  TTXTP'OS  TUV  o'Awv  TOV 
xyfvvJTOv  —  that  is  thus  the  characteristic!—  vj  olvlx  SO-TIV  xQ$xp<riz  TS  xxi  (put; 
XVTOOV,  XTTAOVV  TS  xxi  povosiSei;,  y\  §£  TOVTOV  (scil.  TOV  $wiovpyoS)ov<ri'x  SITT^V  pev 
TIVX  Svvxpiv  frpotjyxyev,  XVTOI;  Ss  TOV  xptiTTOvti;  ernv  eixuv.  M$S  ore  TX  vvv  TOVTO 
Qopv(3eiTU,  Qelovo-xv  ^xds7v,  TTW?  XTTO  pixi;  xpxys  TUV  fauv  ofays  TH  xxi  opoloyov- 


.<ry  yxp  Kyi;  xxi  ryv  TOVTOV  xp%yv  T<- xxi  yevvynv.  This  is  how  Ptolemaus 
wrote  c.  1 60.  His  words  already  contain  the  ecclesiastical  terminology  of  the  future 
We  also  already  meet  with  the  term  »«4>/«  XVV^OO-TXTO?  "  in  a  passage  of  his 
1  c.  c.  1  Many  passages  prove,  moreover,  that  not  only  the  words  employed  later 
on,  but  also  the  ideas  from  which  sprang  the  Church  doctrine  of  the  immanent 
Trinity  in  its  subsequent  form,  were  present  in  the  writings  of  the  Val, 


>)V    Ayxvry  yxp,  f^..,  ,,-   --•--,,    .  , 

..^^,VOV...    r.A.itfr.p0e    »    6    MT^'^xywyros^^.  In  what  follows 
the    whole    discussion    is   conditioned  by  the  problem  that  the  begotten  Aons  are 
in    their    nature    indeed    *p00tf«0<   with  the  Father,  but  that  they  are  imperfecl 
ywyrct   and    are  inferior  to  the  ptfvtc  xywyTOC.  Here  therefore  the  field  for  tl 
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Alexander  thus  maintains  the  beginningless,  eternal  co-exist 
ence  of  Father  and  Son :  the  Father  is  never  to  be  thought  of 
without  the  Son  who  springs  from  the  Father.  It  is  not  im 
probable  that  Alexander  was  led  thus  to  give  prominence  to 
the  one  side  of  the  Logos  doctrine  of  Origen,  owing  to  the 
influence  of  the  theology  of  Irenaeus  or  Melito.  '  The  doctrine 
which  Arius  opposed  to  this  is  above  all  dominated  by  the 
thought  that  God,  the  Only  One,  is  alone  eternal,  and  that 
besides  Him  there  exists  only  what  is  created,  and  that  this 
originates  in  His  will,  that  accordingly  the  Son  also  is  not 
eternal,  but  a  creation  of  God  out  of  the  non-existent. "  From 
this  thesis  there  necessarily  follows  the  rejection  of  the  predi 
cate  opocvTioc  for  the  Son.  Arius  and  his  friends  already  before 
the  Council  of  Nicaea  give  expression  to  it,  incidentally  indeed, 
but  without  ambiguity. 3 

The  doctrine  of  Arius  is  as  follows:4 

Arian-Alhanasian  controversy  is  already  marked  out.  But  it  is  to  be  noticed  further 
that  the  three  terms,  ^ovoyei/tj?,  Trpwroroxo?,  and  eixwv  contain  and  define  the  entire 
Valentinian  Christology,  which  is  of  an  extremely  complicated  character.  (See  Heinrici, 
die  Valentin.  Gnosis.  p.  120).  In  the  fourth  century,  however,  they  became  the 
catchwords  of  the  different  Christologies. 

1  It    is  impossible    to  come  to  any  certain  decision  on  this  point,  so  long  as  it 
is   not    proved  that  the  pieces  which  are  ascribed  to  Alexander  are  really  his,  and 
at  the  same  time  so  long  as  it  is  uncertain  if  the  sentences  from  them  which  also 
bear    the    names    of    Irenjeus    and    Melito  really  belong  to  these  writers  and  have 
been  made  use  of  by  Alexander.  See  on  this  question  Cotterill,  Modern  Criticism  and 
Clement's    Epp.    to  the  Virgins,   1884,  on  this  ThLZ.,  1884,  p.  267  f;  Pitra,  Ana- 
lecta    Sacra    T.  IV.   pp.   196  sq.,  430  sq.    On  this  Loofs,  ThLZ.  1884,  Col.  572  f., 
and  very  specially  Kriiger,  Ztschr.  f.  wiss.  Theol.   1888,  p.  434  ff. ;  Melito  of  Sardes 
and  Alex,  of  Alexandria.  Socrates  asserts  (I.  5)  that  Arius  believed  that  Alexander 
wished  to  introduce  the  doctrinal  system  of  Sabellius.    But  the  Christology  of  Ire 
naeus    has    also    been    understood    in    a  ''  Sabellian "  sense.    The  important  address 
of  Alexander    on    soul    and    body,    in    which  he  also  treats  of  the  Incarnation,  is 
to  be  found  in  Migne  T.  18. 

2  This    was    the  original  point  of  dispute.  AiaxtpeSae,  writes  Arius  to  Eusebius, 
'on    e'lTTopsv,  'Ap%»ji/  e%ff  6  vioi;,  6  $e  ®ebi;  zvzp%6t;  earn.  A/«  TOVTO  SiuxopeSee,  vxi 
'drf  ifrojttfy,  'E|  OVK  'OVTUV  sfrtv. 

3  See    the    fragment    from    the    Thalia    in  Athan.    de    synod.    15,    the  letter  of 
Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  to  Paulinus,  also  that  of  Arius  to  Alexander. 

4  The    fragments    of   the  Thalia  and  the  two  letters  of  Arius  which  have  been 
preserved  are  amongst  the  most  important  sources:  cf.  also  the  confession  of  faith 
of  Arius  in  Socr.  I.  26  (Sozom.  II.  27).  Then  we  have  the  statements  of  his  earliest 
opponents,    very    specially    the  two  letters  of  Alexander  and  the  verbal  quotations 
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(a)  God,  the  Only  One,  besides  whom  there  is  no  other,  is 
alone  unbegotten,  without  beginning  and  eternal;  He  is  in 
expressible,  incomprehensible,  and  has  absolutely  no  equal. 
These  are  the  notes  which  express  His  peculiar  nature.  He 
has  created  all  things  out  of  His  free  will,  and  there  exists 
nothing  beside  Him  which  He  has  not  created.  The  expression 
"to  beget"  is  simply  a  synonym  for  "to  create".  If  it  were 
not,  the  pure  simplicity  and  spirituality  of  God's  nature  would 
be  destroyed.  God  can  put  forth  nothing  out  of  His  own 
essence;  nor  can  He  communicate  His  essence  to  what  is 
created,  for  this  essence  is  essentially  uncreated.  He  has 
accordingly  not  been  Father  always;  for  otherwise  what  is 
created  would  not  be  created,  but  eternal.  ' 

of  the  propositions  of  Arius  in  Athanasius ;  see  especially  ep.  ad  episc.  ^Egypt  12 
and  de  sentent.  Dionys.  23,  also  the  Oral.  c.  Arian.  In  the  third  place,  we  can 
adduce  the  propositions  laid  down  by  the  earliest  Arians,  or  by  the  patrons  of 
Arius.  Opponents  made  little  difference  between  them  and  Arius  himself,  and  the 
actual  facts  shew  that  they  were  justified  in  so  doing ;  see  the  letter  of  Eusebius 
of  Nicomedia  to  Paulinus  and  the  fragments  of  Arian  letters  in  Athanas.  de  synod. 
1 7,  also  the  fragments  from  Asterius.  Finally,  we  have  to  consider  what  the  Church 
historians  and  Epiphanius  have  to  tell  us  regarding  the  doctrinal  propositions  of 
Arius.  There  was  no  "evolution"  of  Arianism,  we  can  only  distinguish  different 
varieties  of  it.  Even  Eunomius  and  Aetius  did  not  "develop"  the  doctrinal  system, 
but  only  gave  it  a  logically  perfect  form.  Lucian  had  already  completed  the  entire 
system,  as  is  specially  evident  from  the  letter  of  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  to  Paulinus; 
see  also  the  introduction  to  the  Thalia  in  Athan.,  Orat.  c.  Arian.  I.  5,  which,  more 
over,  presents  the  character  of  Arius  in  an  unfavourable  light :  xxrx  KIO-TIV  exlexruv 
®eov,  a-vveruv  ®eov,  irxi'Suv  tzyi'uv,  of^or6fj.(av,  xyiov  ®eoO  irveupx  f,x^6vrtav,  rxSe 
£(j.x$ov  sywye  VTTO  ruv  rofyfyt;  pere  %6vrwv,  xtrreiuv,  SeoStSxxriav,  xxrx  KXVTX  <ro<p£v 
re~  rovrctiv  xxr*  '/%vo$  yhQov  eyu  fixfvcav  6fj.o$6%u$  6  Kepixhvro's,  6  ToAAas  irxQuv 
•Six  T>jv  ®eov  $6%xv,  into  re  ®eov  pxluv  <ro$ixv  xx(  yvua-tv  \yu  'tyvuv. 

i  In  the  doctrine  of  God  as  held  by  Arius  and  his  friends  two  main  ideas  appear 
all  through  as  those  upon  which  everything  depends:  (i)  that  God  alone  is  xyev- 
vjfTO?;  (2)  that  all  else  has  been  created  out  of  nothing  by  God's  free-will.  In 
accordance  with  this  they  get  rid  of  everything  designated  as  Trpofto^  *ye'vw»TO«, 
ept/yjj,  yevvvin/x,  pepoi;  6[j.oov<riov,  e%  xvoffoixt;  rij?  ovyixf,  povx$  irAatTvvde&x,  'iv  fk 
3vo  Siyfwevov,  etc.;  even  the  old  pictorial  expressions  "Light  of  Light",  "Torch 
of  Torch"  are  rejected,  and  they  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  transformation 
of  an  originally  impersonal  eternal  essence  or  substance  in  God  into  a  personally 
subsisting  essentiality;  see  the  epp.  Arii  ad  Euseb.  et  Alexand.  E/'  r6;  '} 
-yaffTrft,  xxi  TO-  'Ex  KZTpbs  l£JjA0ov  x«;  fr«,  «?  ptw  roG  tfuovf(ev  KX,  «« 
*fofa*)i  VTTO  TIVUV  voelrxi,  <rvvieTO<;  fffTXt  6  VXTW  xxi  Stxiperbf  xxi  r perron 
xxi  ruitet...  xx>  rx  xxfaovdx  trupxri  nArK™  °  <x™t*"ro<  &t6*  ] 
Eusebius  Nic.  specially  in  his  letter  to  Paulinus,  who  developed  the  thought 
that  "to  beget"  is  equal  to  "to  create"  and  he,  for  the  rest,  allows  that  i 
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(b}  Wisdom  and  Logos  dwell  within  this  God  as  the  powers 
(not  persons)  which  are  coincident  with  His  substance,  and  are 
by  their  very  nature  inseparable  from  it ;  there  are  besides 
many  created  powers.  l 

(c)  Before  the  world  existed,  God  of  His  free  will  created  an 
independent  substance  or  hypostasis  (ova-tot,  -jTroTTotyit;)  as  the 
instrument  by  means  of  which  all  other  creatures  were  to  be 
created,  since  without  it  the  creatures  would  not  have  been 
able  to  endure  the  contact  of  the  Godhead.  This  Being  is 
termed  in  Scripture  Wisdom,  also  Son,  Image.  Word;  this 
Wisdom,  which,  compared  with  the  inner  divine  Wisdom,  is 
called  Wisdom  only  in  a  loose  sense,  has  like  all  creatures 
been  created  out  of  nothing.  It  originates  in  God  only  in  so 
far  as  it  has  been  created  by  God ;  it  is  in  no  sense  of  the 
substance  or  essence  of  God.  It  has  had  a  beginning;  it 
accordingly  did  not  always  exist,  there  was  a  time  in  which  it 
was  not.  That  the  Scriptures  use  the  word  "begotten"  of  this 
Substance  does  not  imply  that  this  is  peculiar  to  it  any  more 
than  is  the  predicate  "Son";  for  the  other  creatures  are  like 
wise  described  here  and  there  as  "begotten,"  and  men  are 
called  "sons  of  God".  2 

the  Son  were  begotten  out  of  the  substance  of  the  Father  the  predicate  ay  SWITCH; 
would  attach  to  Him,  and  He  would  possess  the  TXVTOT^I;  rij?  <pv<rsus  with  the 
Father.  In  laying  down  their  doctrine  of  God,  Arius  and  his  friends  express  them 
selves  with  a  certain  amount  of  fervour.  One  can  see  that  they  have  a  genuine 
concern  to  defend  monotheism.  At  the  same  time  they  are  as  much  interested  in 
the  negative  predicates  of  the  Godhead  as  the  most  convinced  Neo-platonists.  On 
TTXTJP  see  the  Thalia  in  Athan.,  Orat.  I.  c.  Arian  c.  5  :  ovx  xfi  6  Osbt;  vccry?  yv, 
«AA'  >;v  OT£  6  ©EO;  fj.6vo$  yv  xxi  OVTTU  KXTyp  yv,  'vffTffov  Se  eTftysyovs  TTXT^P, 

1  Thalia  1.  c.  :  Svo  eoty/xi;  elvxt.  fJ.ixv  fj-ev  rijv  iSixv  xxi  <rvvv7rzp%ov(racv  TU>  ©foi, 
TOV  $£  viov  fv  TXVTy  ry  troty'to.  yeyfvJjo-Sxi  xxi  TXVTVIS  IJ.£TS%OVTX  uvopzo-Qxi  pjvov 
<70(pixv  xxi  h6yov  y  irofyiz  yxp  ry  trotyix  V7ryp%g  ITO$OV  ®sov  faAyo-ei.  Oi/Vw  xxi  hoyov 
erspov  eJvxi  Asyit  Tfxpx  rov  vlov  sv  TU  ®eu>  xxi  TOVTOV  per •£%(>* *rx  rov  viov  uvo[j.zirQxi 
TT«A/V  XXTX  %xptv  &6yov  nxi  viov  .  .  .  noAA#<  Suvx/teii;  si<ri,  xxi  y  ptv  pix  TOV  ®eov 
serriv  idi'x  tyvvti  xxi  xl'Sioi;,  6  $e  Xpitrrbf  TTX^IV  ovx  'SITTIV  xhySivv,  $uvxf4i<;  TOV  Oeov, 
zAbx  pint.  TUV  teyofjLsvwv  $vvxi/.£(av  strTt  xxi  XVTOG,  uv  pta  xxi  ft  xxpit;  xxi  y 

XXHTTtl    X.T.A. 

8  See  the  foregoing  note  and  Thalia  1.  c.  :  ovx  xet  ?v  6  vios,  TTXVTWV  yxp  yevo- 
[tivuv  1%  ovx  'ovTiav  xxi  TTXVTWV  '6vTiav  xTia-pzTuv  xxi  ironi(&&rtiv  ysvopevuv,  xxi 
XVTOI;  6  TOV  ®sov  A6yo$  l|  ovx  'OVTUV  yeyove,  xxi  yv  TTOTS  'O'TE  ovx  yv,  xxi  ovx  yv 
vpi*  yevyTzi,  «AA'  zpxyv  TOV  XTi%e<r6xi  £<rxe  *xl  XVTO<;.  .  .  THv  fj.6vo$ 
v  6  Ao'yo?  xxi  y  a-ofyix,  HTX  Sf^ffif  y//.xt;  SyiAicvpyyo-xi,  TOTE  S 
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(d]  As  regards  his  Substance,  the  "Son"  is  consequently  an 
unrelated  and  independent  being  totally  separated  from,  and 
different  from,  the  substance  or  nature  of  the  Father.  He  has 
neither  one  and  the  same  substance  together  with  the  Father, 
nor  a  nature  and  constitution  similar  to  that  of  the  Father.  If 
he  had,  then  there  would  be  two  Gods.  On  the  contrary,  like 
all  rational  creatures  he  has  a  free  will  and  is  capable  of  change. 
He  might  consequently  have  been  good  or  bad;  but  he  made 
up  his  mind  to  follow  the  good,  and  continued  in  the  good 
without  vacillation.  Thus  he  has  by  means  of  his  own  will 
come  to  be  unchangeable.  ' 

evx  TIVX  xxi  uvojtxrev  XVTOV  Acycv  xxi  <TO$I'XV  xxi  viov,  ivx  tpxi;  Si'  XVTOV  S^/^ovp- 
yjiry.  Ep.  Arii  ad  Euseb.  :  ripiv  yevyQy  'trot  xTto-6y  vtrot  opurSy  v\  SepfAiuQy,  ovx 
%v,  xysv^TO?  yxp  ovx  yv.  Since  the  Son  is  neither  a  part  of  the  Father  nor  l£ 
vxoxtiftivov  rtvoc,  he  must  be  e£  ovx  'OVTWV,  SeAypxTi  xxi  /3ot/Ajj  vicivry  irpb  %povuv 
xxi  Tfpb  xiuvwv  6  f/o?.  Ep.  Arii  ad  Alex  :  .  . .  yevvjg-xvTx  vibv  povoyevti  Trpb  %p6vav 
xiaivaiv.  Si'  ov  xxi  TOVI;  xiuvxi;  xxi  TX  'd*x  Kfxoiws  .  .  .  xTtirpx  rov  ®eov  rsteiov . .  . 
Qehy/tZTi  rov  ®eov  Ttpo  %povuv  xxt  irpb  xtwvuv  XTIO-$SVTX,  xxi  rb  %yv  KXI  TO  elvxi 
-Trzpx  TOV  TTxrpbi;  sihy^JTX  xxi  Txf  oo^xc;  fvvviTOffmlia-avTOS  xlrta  rov  KXTpbi;.  Oil 
yxp  6  Trxriip  Soi/s  xi/rta  TTXVTWV  Tyv  x^povo^ixv  ea-repyirsv  sxvrbv  uv  xysvvvjrui; 
f%ei  sv  sxwrta.  iryyy  yxp  Itm  TTXVTWV,  tarre  rps7t;  litriv  vTrotrTxo-fit; .  .  .  'O  i//o; 
xxpovut;  yevvySeit;  ovx  yv  Tfpb  TOV  yevvySyvxi  ovSe  yxp  IU-TIV  xi'Stoi;  'y  g-uvxi'Stof  ij 
<rvvxyfvviTO$  TM  vrxTpl  oi/§e  apx  ria  KXTpl  TO  sJvxi  'ex,*1  •  •  •  'A-PZ*!  XVTOV  sa-nv  6 
®eo'$,  xp%ei  yxp  XVTOV  u$  ®eb$  XVTOV  xxi  vpb  XVTOV  lav.  Ep.  Euseb.  ad  Paulin.  : 
XTITTOV  eJvxi  xxi  Se//.s^iiaTbv  xxi  yevyTOv  Tip  ovo-ix,  according  to  Proverbs  8  :  .  .  . 
OvSfv  effTiv  kx  Tyt;  ovtrfxt;  TOV  ®eov,  TTXVTX  52  (3ovhy/AXTi  XVTOV  ysv6fJ.svx.  Ep. 
Euseb.  Nic.  ad  Arium.  :  TO  TreTroiy/Jievov  ovx  yv  Trpiv  ysvea-$xi,  TO  yivopevov  Se  xp^ifj 
e%ei  TOV  elvxi.  Athan.  Xazarb.,  ep.  ad.  Alex.  :  "  Why  do  you  blame  the  Arians 
because  they  say  that  the  Son  XTIO-^X  TreiroiyTXi  l|  ovx  'OVTQJV  xxt  ev  TWV  TTXVTCIIV 
sy-Ti'v  ?  We  are  to  understand  by  the  hundred  sheep  of  the  parable  all  created 
beings,  and  thus  the  Son  too  is  included."  Georg.  Laod.  ep.  ad.  Aiex. :  "  Don't 
blame  the  Arians  because  they  say  i!jv  VOTS  OTE  ovx  ijv  6  vibf  TOV  0fo£/,  Isaiah  too 
came  later  than  his  father."  Georg.  Laod.  ep.  ad.  Arianos.  "  Don't  be  afraid  to  allow 
that  the  Son  is  from  the  Father  ;  for  the  Apostle  says  that  all  things  are  from 
God,  although  it  is  certain  that  all  things  are  tt  ovx  'OVTWV."  Thalia  (de  synod.  15): 
•/I  ij.6vxt;  yv,  ft  Svx$  5%  ovx  yv  irpiv  vTrxp&i.  Arius  for  the  rest  seems  to  have  considered 
the  creation  of  this  "  Son  "  as  simply  a  necessity,  because  God  could  not  create 
directly,  but  required  an  intermediate  power. 

1  Ep.  Euseb.  ad  Paulin. :  "Ev  TO  xyevyTov,  $v  at  TO  i/V  XVTOV  xAy&ut;  xxi  ovx 
ex  TJJS  ovo-ixs  XVTOV  yeyovdf,  xx&faov  TJJ;  (pvcrscai;  Tijt;  xyevyTov  py  (iiri^ov,  xM.x 
ysyovbf  oAo^epw?  'i-Tepov  ry  $v<rei  x.  Ty  Svvxpei.  The  TKur6r^  TJ?C  tpvo-sui;  is 
rejected.  Ep.  Arii  ad  Alex. :  vibv  vTroo-TycrxvTX  tSita  QeAtjpXTi  xTpeVTOv  xxi  xvx*.- 
AOI'UTOV.  Who  says,  therefore,  that  the  Son  is  in  everything  like  the  Father  in 
troduces  two  "  xyevvyToi."  Thalia  :  TV;  (J.ev  Qvirei  uo-xep  TTXVTSI;  O'VTCO  Si  XVTO 
ea-Ti  TpsvTOt;,  TO;  5s  ISiu  xvT£Zov<Tita,  'sue,  (SovteTXi,  pevn  xx*6?  art  pev  TOI 
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(e)  Since  the  Son  is,  as  regards  his  substance,  unrelated  to 
the  Godhead,  '  he  is  not  truly  God,  and  accordingly  has  not 
by  nature  the  divine  attributes  ;  he  is  only  the  so-called  Logos 
and  Wisdom.  As  he  is  not  eternal,  neither  is  his  knowledge 
in  any  sense  perfect;  he  has  no  absolute  knowledge  of  God, 
but  only  a  relative  knowledge,  in  fact  he  does  not  even  know 
his  own  substance  perfectly,  accordingly  he  cannot  claim  equal 
honour  with  the  Father.  2 

(_/")  Still  the  Son  is  not  a  creature  and  a  product  like  other 
creatures;  he  is  the  perfect  creature,  xritrfta  rsteiov;  by  him 
everything  has  been  created  ;  he  stands  in  a  special  relation 
to  God,  but  this  is  solely  conditioned  by  grace  and  adoption  ; 
the  bestowal  of  grace  on  the  other  hand,  is  based  on  the  stead 
fast  inclination  of  this  free  being  to  the  good  which  was  fore- 


Svvatrxt  rpeirea-Qxt  text  Kurds  uffirep  xxt  ytttic;,  rpeTrrijt;  lav  Qva-ewi;  .  .  .  As  all  things  so  far 
as  their  substance  is  concerned  are  unrelated  to  God  and  unlike  Him,  so  too  is  the  Logos 
xM6rpioG  xxi  xv6(j.oiot  xxrx  TTxvrct  TV}?  ToC  TTXTpbt;  ovtrixt;  xxi  tStdryroi;.  Mtftiftriaveu 
ry  fyvtret  xxi  xTre%ev<i)iJ.evxt  xxt  XTfetrxloivt<r(j.evxi  xxt  xM.6rptot  xxt  xi4ero%ot  ei<rtv 
«AA>jA«v  xl  ovtrixt  rov  Trxrpbi;  xxt  rov  vtov  xxt  rov  xytov  Trvevpxros;  they  are 
even  xvof^oiot  TTXI^TTXV  «AA>jA«v  roftc,  re  ovtrixtt;  xxt  $6£xt$  ITT'  xTretpov.  TOV  yovv  hoyov 
((lyo-iv  f/5  6fj.ot6rvirx  $d^f  xxt  ov<rix$  xhho'rpiov  elvxt  ToAwTfAwi;  sxxrepuv  rov  re 
Trxrpos  xxt  rov  xytov  irvevitxroi;.  6  v/b$  Siypyitevoi;  ftrriv  xx&'  exvrbv  xxt  ift»ro%o<i 
xxrx  TTavrx  rov  vxrpbi;.  Thalia  (de  Synod.  15):  "Appyros  ©EC?  Ja-ov  ov$e  opoiov  ov% 
opiiSoZov  '£%*'•  °  vf°?  'tSiov  ov$sv  'e%£t  rov  &eov  xxQ'  vTrotrratriv  tStoryroi;  olSe  yxf 
sa-rtv  T<ro$  «AA'  ov$e  6fji.oov<riot  xvria.  The  Triad  is  not  of  opo/xts  $6%xt$  :  xveTri/tixrx 
exvrtzls  eia-tv  xt  vTrotrrxtrfif  xvruv,  pix  ry$  pixt;  svdoZoreptx  SoZzis  STT'  XTfsipov.  s.evo$ 
rov  vfov  xxr'  ovo-fxv  6  irxryp,  on  xvxp%os  v7rxf%ei.  According  to  the  letter  of 
Eusebius  to  Paulinus  it  looks  as  if  Eusebius  held  the  unchangeableness  of  the 
Son  to  belong  to  his  substance  ;  he  probably,  however,  only  means  that  it  had  come 
to  be  his  substance.  At  a  later  date  many  Arians  must  have  attributed  to  the  Son 
an  original  unchangeableness  as  a  gift  of  the  Father,  for  Philostorgius  mentions 
as  a  peculiarity  of  the  Arian  bishop  Theodosius  that  he  taught  (VIII.  3)  :  6  Xpttrrbs 
rpe7rrb$  fj.lv  ry  ye  tyvrei  rift  otxeix. 

1  Because  of  this  sundering  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  the  Arians  at  a  later  date 
are  also  called  "  Diatomites  "  (Joh.  Damasc.  in  Cotellier,  Eccl.  Gr.  monum.  I.,  p.  298). 

2  Thalia    (Orat.    c.    Arian    I.  6)  :  ov$e  &eb<;  xAySivtii;  e/rrtv  6  Aoyoc.     He  is  only 
called  God,  but  he  is  not  truly  God,  xxt  ru>  VIM  6  Trxrijp  xdpxros  vTrxpxet  xxt  oVre 
opxv  oilre  yiyvdxrxeiv  re^eiut;  xxt  xxpifiws  Svvxrxt  6  Aoyo?  rbv  exvrov  vxrspx,  «AA« 
xat  ^  yiyvuiirxet  xxt  $  fihsTret  xvxhjyws  ro7$  i$ioi<;  perpoiG  olSe  xxt  p^evei,  uo-Trep  xxt 
yittels    ytyvtuo-xoiJ.ev    xxrx    rijv    t$ixv    $vvxfj.tv.    'O    v/o?    ryv    exvrov  ovtrixv  ovx  olSs. 
Euseb.    Caes.    ep.    ad    Euphrat.  :    Xpitrrbe    ovx  etrriv  xAyStvbs  ®e6$.    The  conviction 
that    the  Son  is  not  truly  God,  and  that  all  lofty  predicates  attach  to  him  only  in 
a  nuncupative  sense,  that  he  does  not  know  the  Father,  is  very  strongly  expressed 
in  the  fragment  of  the  Thalia  de  synod.  15. 
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seen  by  God.  Through  God's  bestowal  of  grace  and  by  his 
own  steady  progress  he  has  become  God,  so  that  we  may  now 
call  him  "only-  begotten  God",  "strong  God"  and  so  on.1 

(g]  All  that  Scripture  and  tradition  assert  in  reference  to  the 
incarnation  and  the  humanity  of  this  being  holds  good;  he 
truly  took  a  human  body  (vZpx  fyu%ov)\  the  feelings  shewn 
by  the  historical  Christ  teach  us  that  the  Logos  to  whom  they 
attach  —  for  Christ  had  not  a  human  soul  —  is  a  being  capable 
of  suffering,  not  an  absolutely  perfect  being,  but  one  who 
attains  by  effort  absolute  perfection.  ' 

(K)  Amongst  the  number  of  created  powers  fivvapsis)  the  Holy 
Ghost  is  to  be  placed  beside  the  Son  as  a  second,  independent 
Substance  or  Hypostasis,  (ovcrta,  u7ro<TT<x<ru;}  ;  for  the  Christian 
believes  in  three  separate  and  different  substances  or  persons, 
(cv>riizi,  VTTOO-TIZO-SK;);  Father,  Son  and  Spirit.  Arius  apparently, 
like  his  followers,  considered  the  Spirit  as  a  being  created  by 
the  Son  and  subordinate  to  him.  3 


1  Arii  Ep.  ad  Euseb.  :  TrAtjptj;  ®£o$  ^cvcyfviJe,  «V«AAC/«TO$  (in  virtue  of  his  will). 
Arii  ep.  ad  Alex.  :  vibv  (j-ovoyevvi  .  .  .  xTiffftx  TOV  ®sov  retetov,  «AA'  ol%  w?  'it  TWV 
xTitrpxTtav,  ysvv'mj.x,  «AA'  ov%  us  'iv  TWV  yevvyfiXTUV  .  .  .  TIxTiip  $ov$  xvTta  TtxvTtav 
T>jy  xAypovoftiacv  ...  'O  vlbf  i*6vo$  I/TO  (t,6vov  TOV-  Trecrpot;  VTTSO-TII.  Thalia  :  TOV  vidv 
ev  TxvTy  Ty  <TQ$icf.  'ye'yevya'Qxt  rxi  TXVTVJS  [4eTe%ovTa  uvofAxir^xt  povov  trotytxv  xxi 
A/«  TOVTO  xxi  irpo'yi'yvua'xuv  6  ©fo;  'ereo-Sai  xxAov  xur6v,  TTfohxfiwv  xurSi 
T$V  $6%xv  SeSuxsv^  vjv  xvSpuTTOG  xxl  fa  rys  cipST^f  'ffX,e  p£TX  TXVTX-  u/rre 
£%  'ffytav  XVTOV,  uv  irpoe'yvu  6  ®e6i;,  TOIOVTOV  XVTQV  vvv  •ysyovevxi  TtsTroi^ne  .  .  .  Me- 
TOXiV  %*Plro$  ua-Trep  xxi  ot  «AAo<  TfxvTfi;  ovria  xxi  XVTOI;  Aeyerai  ovd^XTi  p6vov 
®s6t;  .  .  .  ©so;  'svsyxe  v  eii;  vlov  exuria  r6v$f  Texvoiroij/rxi;'  'iStov  ovSsv  'e%ei  TOV  ®tov 
xxfr  vir6o-Tx<riv  t$i6rtiTO<;  .  .  .  The  Son  is  Wisdom,  Image,  Reflection,  Word  ;  God 
cannot  produce  a  greater  than  He  ;  ®eov  fleAjja-e<  6  vtof  i^A/xo;  xxi  oVo;  irrfv,  e% 
tire  KOti  «<£'  oti  xxt  onto  r6rs  tx  TOV  ®tov  vvetrTtj,  I<r%vf6s  ©so;  lav,  but  he  extols 
the  greater  Father.  Arius  ap.  Athan.  Orat.  I.  c.  Arian.  9  :  ptTO%y  xxi  XVTOI;  sSeo- 
Troi^Sti.  It  is  evident  from  Alexander's  letter  to  Alexander  that  Arius  strongly 
emphasised  the  yrpoxov^  the  moral  progress  of  the  Son. 

3  Owing  to  the  general  uncertainty  regarding  the  extent  of  the  "  humanity  " 
which  prevailed  at  the  beginning  of  the  controversy,  the  latter  assertion  of  the 
Arians  was  not  so  energetically  combatted  as  the  rest.  That  the  limitation  of  the 
humanity  ot  Christ  to  a  body  originated  with  Lucian,  is  asserted  by  Epiph.  Ancorat.  33. 

3  In  the  writings  of  Arius  overix  and  vv6<rTX<ri<;  are  used  as  synonymous  terms. 
The  impersonal  Spirit  (Logos,  Wisdom)  indwelling  in  God  the  Father  as  Power, 
was  naturally  considered  by  the  Arians  to  be  higher  than  the  Son.  On  this  point  they 
appeal  like  the  old  Roman  Adoptianists  to  Matt.  XII.  31  (see  Vol.  III.,  p.  20  ff.).  It 
is  indeed  not  even  certain  whether  Arius  and  the  older  Arians  when  they  speak 
of  a  Trinity,  always  included  the  Holy  Spirit.  According  to  Athanasius  de  synod. 
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Alexander  expressly  notes  that  the  Arians  appeal  to  Scrip 
ture  in  support  of  their  doctrine,  and  Athanasius  says  that  the 
Thalia  contained  passages  of  Scripture.  '  The  passages  so 
frequently  cited  later  on  by  the  Arians  ;  Deut.  VI.  4,  XXXII. 
39;  Prov.  VIII.  22;  Ps.  XLV.  8;  Mt.  XII.  28;  Mk.  XIII.  32; 
Mt.  XXVI.  41,  XXVIII.  18;  Lk.  II.  52,  XVIII.  19;  John  XI. 
34,  XIV.  28,  XVII.  3;  Acts  II.  36;  i  Cor.  I.  24,  XV.  28; 
Col.  I.  is;  Philipp.  II.  6  f. ;  Hebr.  I.  4,  III.  2;  John  XII.  27, 
XIII.  21  ;  Mt.  XXVI,  39,  XXVII.  46,  etc.,  will  thus  already 
have  been  used  by  Arius  himself.  Arius  was  not  a  systema- 
tiser,  nor  were  his  friends  systematisers  either.  In  this  respect 
their  literary  activity  was  limited  to  letters  in  which  they  stirred 
each  other  up,  and  which  were  soon  put  together  in  a  collected 
form.  The  only  one  amongst  them  before  Eunomius  and  Aetius 
who  undertook  to  give  a  systematic  defence  of  the  doctrinal 
system,  was  the  Sophist  Asterius,  called  by  Athanasius  the 
advocate  (T-jvyyopa;)  of  the  sects.  He  was  a  clever,  clear-headed 
man,  but  he  was  quite  unable  to  wipe  out  what  was  in  every 
body's  eyes  the  blot  on  his  character,  his  denial  of  the  Faith 
during  the  time  of  persecution. '  There  were  various  shades  of 

15,  we  may  conclude  that  their  Trinity  consisted  of  the  following  hypostases  :  (i) 
God  as  primordial  without  the  Son;  (2)  God  as  Father;  (3)  the  Son.  Still  this  is 
not  certain. 

1    Orat.  I.  c.  Arian.  8. 

%  On  Asterius  see  Athan.,  Orat.  c.  Arian.  I.  30 — 33  ;  II.  37  ;  III.  2,  60  ;  de  decret. 
syn.  Nic.  8,  28 — 31;  de  synod.  18,  19,  47.  Epiphan.  H.  76,  3;  Socrat.  I.  36; 
Philostorg.  II.  14,  15  ;  Hieron.  de  vir.  inl.  94.  Marcellus  of  Ancyra  wrote  against 
the  principal  work  of  Asterius,  see  Zahn,  p.  41  ff.  Athanasius  attacked  a  trvvrxy- 
IJ.XTIOV  of  his.  One  of  the  main  theses  of  this  book  was  that  there  are  two  xysvy-rx. 
Asterius  also  discussed  i  Cor.  I.  24,  and  indeed  he  took  the  correct  view.  His 
explanation  too  of  the  passage  John  XIV.  10,  is  worthy  of  note :  ei/5^Aov  on  Six 
TOVTO  f'l'pyxev  sxvrbv  pev  sv  rSi  irxrpi,  sv  exvTfa  5£  Trxhiv  rbv  irxrepx,  tirei  pyre 
TOV  &6yov,  b'v  Si£%yp%eTO,  exvTov  (pysriv  el'jxt^  xhAx  TOV  7rxTpb$  SeS&iKOTOf  ryv  §vvct/4tv. 
Upon  this  passage  Athanasius  remarks  (Orat.  III.  2)  that  only  a  child  could  be 
pardoned  such  an  explanation.  It  is  a  point  of  great  importance  that  Asterius,  like 
Paul  of  Samosata,  reckoned  the  will  as  the  highest  thing.  Accordingly,  to  create  of 
His  free  will  is  more  worthy  of  God  too  than  to  beget  (1.  c.  III.  60).  Athanasius 
says  that  Arius  himself  made  use  of  the  work  of  Asterius,  and  in  this  connection 
he  gives  us  the  important  statement  of  Asterius  (de  decret.  8)  that  created  things 
are  not  able  riJs  xxpxrov  %eipb$  TOV  xyewviTov  spyxtrixv  @x<7Tx£xi,  and  that  on 
account  of  this  the  creation  of  the  Son  as  an  intermediary  was  necessary.  (See 
Orat.  c.  Arian  II.  24.) 
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opinion  amongst  the  followers  and  supporters  of  Arius.  In  Arian- 
ism  in  its  more  rigid  form  the  tradition  of  Paul  of  Samosata 
and  Lucian  predominated,  in  its  milder  form  the  subordination 
doctrine  of  Origen.  Both  types  were  indeed  at  one  as  regards 
the  form  of  doctrine,  and  the  elements  traceable  to  Origen 
won  over  all  enlightened  "Conservatives".  We  may  count 
Asterius  too  amongst-  the  latter,  at  all  events  the  unbending 
Philostorgius  was  not  at  all  pleased  with  him,  and  Asterius 
subsequently  approached  near  to  the  Semiarians. 

Previous  to  the  Council  of  Nicaea,  the  letters  of  the  bishop 
Alexander  are,  for  us  at  all  events,  the  sole  literary  manifestos 
of  the  opposite  party.  The  Encyklica  already  shews  that  the 
writer  is  fully  conscious  he  has  got  to  do  with  a  heresy  of  the 
very  worst  type.  The  earlier  heresies  all  pale  before  it;  no 
other  heretic  has  approached  so  near  to  being  Antichrist.  Arius 
and  his  friends  are  the  enemies  of  God,  murderers  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  people  like  Judas.  Alexander  did  not  enter 
into  theoretical  and  theological  explanations.  After  giving  a 
brief  but  complete  and  excellent  account  of  the  Logos  doctrine 
of  Arius,  he  sets  in  contrast  with  the  statements  contained  in 
it,  numerous  passages  from  the  Gospel  of  John  and  other  quota 
tions  from  Scripture.  l  The  sole  remarks  of  a  positive  kind  he 
makes  are  that  it  belongs  to  the  substance  or  essence  of  the 
Logos,  that  he  perfectly  knows  the  Father,  and  that  the  supposi 
tion  of  a  time  in  which  the  Logos  was  not,  makes  the  Father 
xAoyci;  xtzi  xvoQcc.  The  latter  remark,  which  for  that  matter  of 
it  does  not  touch  Arius,  shews  that  Alexander  included  the 
Logos  or  Son  in  the  substance  of  the  Fatlter  as  a  necessary 
element.  The  second  epistle  goes  much  more  into  details,  '  but 
it  shews  at  the  same  time  how  little  Alexander,  in  solving  the 

1  John  I.  i,  13,  18,  X.  15,  30,  XIV.  9,  io;Hebr.  I.  3,11.  io,XHI.  8;Ps.  XLV.  2; 
CX.  3 ;  Mai.  III.  6.  The  passages  continued  to  be  regarded  by  the  orthodox  as  the 
most  important. 

"  Theodoret  I.  4.  Exaggerations  and  calumnies  of  the  worst  kind  are  not  wanting 
in  this  writing.  The  reproach,  too,  that  the  Arians  acted  like  the  Jews  is  already 
found  here.  Of  more  importance,  however,  is  the  assertion  that  the  Arian  christology 
gave  countenance  to  the  heathen  ideas  of  Christ  and  that  the  Arians  had  also  in 
view  the  appioval  of  the  heathen.  Ebion,  Artemas  (see  Athanas.,  de  synod.  20) 
and  Paul  are  designated  their  Fathers. 
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problem,  was  able  definitely  to  oppose  fixed  and  finished  for 
mulae  to  those  of  the  Arians.  The  main  positions  of  Arius  are 
once  more  pertinently  characterised  and  refuted. 

Alexander  is  conscious  that  he  is  contending  for  nothing  less 
than  the  divinity  of  Christ,  the  universal  Faith  of  the  Church, 
when  he  refutes  the  statements  that  the  Son  is  not  eternal,  that 
He  was  created  out  of  the  non-existent,  that  He  is  not  by 
nature  ((pursi)  God,  that  He  is  capable  of  change,  that  He  went 
through  a  moral  development  (TrpoxoTni),  that  He  is  only  Son 
by  adoption,  like  the  sons  of  God  in  general,  and  so  on.  *  He 
not  only  adduces  proofs  from  the  Bible  in  large  numbers,  ~  he 
has  unmistakably  in  his  mind  what  is  for  him  a  central,  religious 
thought.  Christ  must  belong  to  God  and  not  to  the  world,  be 
cause  all  other  creatures  require  such  a  being  in  order  to  attain 
to  God  and  become  the  adopted  sons  of  God.  In  order  to  make 
clear  the  possibility  of  such  a  being,  Alexander  uses  by  preference 
for  the  Son  the  expression  which  had  been  already  preferred 
by  Origen  —  "the  perfect  image,"  "the  perfect  reflection."  But 
even  this  expression  does  not  suffice  him  ;  it  gains  deeper  meaning 
by  the  thought  that  the  Son  as  the  image  of  the  Father  at  the 
same  time  first  clearly  expresses  the  peculiar  character  of  the 
Father.  In  the  Wisdom,  the  Logos,  the  Power,  the  "  Son  is  made 
known  and  the  Father  is  characterised.  To  say  that  the  reflection 
of  the  divine  glory  does  not  exist  is  to  do  away  also  with  the 
archetypal  light  of  which  it  is  the  reflection  ;  if  there  exists  no 
impress  or  pattern  of  the  substance  of  God,  then  he  too  is  done 
away  with  who  is  wholly  characterised  by  this  pattern  or  express 
image:"  —  yvupl^cr&t  o  uib<;  KX}  6  TTXTVJP  %atpxxTtipi%£TXi.  To  yap 
rye  5c'£>j£  yw  elvxi  Xsysw  vvvxvxipsl  x%}  TO  irpuTJTVirov 

OV    67TIV    KTTKV'yOKTlX,  ...    TU    ftij    slvdl    TOV    Ty$    VTTGVTXfSU!;    TOV 


1  The  two  last  theses  are  rejected  in  a  specially  emphatic  manner.  Alexander 
repeatedly  complains  in  this  connection  of  the  procedure  of  Arius  in  taking  from 
the  Holy  Scriptures  only  such  passages  as  have  reference  to  the  humiliation  of  the 
Logos  for  our  sakes,  and  then  referring  them  to  the  substance  of  the  Logos.  "They 
omit  the  passages  which  treat  of  the  divinity  of  the  Son.  Thus  they  arrive  at  the 
impious  supposition  that  Paul  and  Peter  would  have  been  like  Christ  if  they  had 
always  persisted  in  the  good." 

*  John  I.  1—3,  I.  18,  X.  30,  XIV.  8,  9,  28;  Matt.  III.  17,  XI.  27;  i  John  V.  I  : 
Coloss.  I.  15,  16;  Rom.  VIII.  32;  Heb.  I.  2  f.;  Prov.  VIII.  30;  Ps.  II.  7,  CX.  3 
XXXV.  10  ;  Is.  LIII.  8. 
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ffuvatvotiperratt  xpxsTvoc,  o  TTIZVTU*;  Trap"  XVTOII  %otp<zx- 
While  in  laying  down  this  thesis  and  others  of  a 
similar  kind,  e.g.,  that  the  Son  is  the  inner  reason  and  power 
of  the  Father  Himself,  he  approaches  "  Sabellianism,"  the  latter 
doctrine  is  repudiated  in  the  most  decided  and  emphatic  way. 
But  on  the  other  hand  again,  not  only  is  the  supposition  of  two 
unbegottens  (ocysv^Yirx,}  rejected  as  a  calumny,  but  he  repeatedly 
emphasises  in  a  striking  fashion  the  fact  that  the  begetting  of 
the  Son  is  not  excluded  by  the  application  to  Him  of  the 
predicate  always  (ait),  that  the  Father  alone  is  unbegotten,  and 
that  He  is  greater  than  the  Son.  l  Alexander  thus  asserts  both 
things  —  namely,  the  inseparable  unity  of  the  substance  of  the 
Son  with  that  of  the  Father2  and  their  difference,  and  yet  the 
one  is  held  to  be  unbegotten  and  the  other  to  be  not  unbe 
gotten.  In  order  to  be  able  to  maintain  these  contradictory 
theses  he  takes  up  the  standpoint  of  Irenaeus,  that  the  mystery 
of  the  existence  and  coming  forth  of  the  Son  is  an  inexpressible 
one  even  for  Evangelists  and  angels,  and  is  no  proper  object  of 
human  reflection  and  human  statement.  Even  John  did  not 
venture  to  make  any  pronouncement  regarding  the  ccvey^iyiyyirot; 
virdffretffif  rov  [Aovcyevovt;  ©fou,  3  —  the  ineffable  substance  of  the 
only  begotten  God.  "  How  could  anyone  waste  his  labour  on  the 
substance  of  the  Logos  of  God,  unless  indeed  he  were  afflicted 
with  melancholy?"  n&<;  xv  irspispyaff&iTO  TO;  ryv  rov  @£ov  hoyov 
ex.ro  ^  ii  [ty 


1  From  this  it  is  plainly  evident  that  the  real  point  in  dispute  was  not  as  to 
subordination  and  coordination,  but  as  to  unity  of  substance  and  difference  of 
substance.  That  the  archetype  is  greater  than  the  type  is  for  Alexander  a  truth 
that  is  beyond  doubt.  He  goes  still  farther  and  says:  oi/xoSv  T«  vytvvjrif  votrfl 
otxe'iov  xZiwpx  QvAxxreov,  pvi$evx  rov  ilvxt  xlria  rov  ei'rtov  Aeyovrxf,  r5>  $t  vt&  -rt/v 
£Cf>p6%ov<rxv  Ttpyv  atKovewreov,  ri^v  xvxp%ov  xuria  irxfx  rov  vxTpbs  ytwyo-tv  xvxTiSe  vrxt;. 

"    The  expression  "  o^oodvioc,  "  does  not  occur  in  Alexander. 

3  On  this  expression,  which  was  used  by  Arius,  see  Hort,  Two  Dissertations,  1876. 

4  The  respective  passages  in  the  letter  have  so  many  points  of  contact  with  expressions 
of  Iremeus  (see  Vol.  II.,  pp.  230  f.,  276  f.)  as  to  make  the  supposition,  which  also 
commends    itself   for    other  reasons,  very  probable  (see  above,  p.  14,  note  i),  that 
Alexander  had  read  Irenaeus  and  had  been  strongly  influenced  by  him.  That  Irenaeus 
was   known    in   Alexandria,  at  least  at  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  follows 
from    Euseb.,    H.  E.  VI.  14.    (Strange  to  say  it  has  undoubtedly  not  been  proved 
that  Athanasius  ever  quotes  from  Irenaeus.)  Alexander  shews  that  he  is  not  throughout 
dependent  on  Origen. 
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Alexander's  actual  standpoint  is  undoubtedly  plainly  expressed 
here.  He  does  not  wish  to  speculate  ;  for  the  complete  divinity 
of  Christ  is  for  him  not  a  speculation  at  all,  but  a  judgment 
of  faith,  and  the  distinction  between  Father  and  Son  is  for  him 
something  beyond  doubt.  But  he  sees  that  he  is  under  the 
necessity  of  opposing  certain  formulas  to  the  doctrine  of  Arius. 
These  are  partly  vague  and  partly  contradictory:1  "The  Son 
is  the  inner  reason  and  power  of  God,"  "Father  and  Son  are 
two  inseparable  things"  (Suo  &%capiffT»  irpayfAatTa),  "Between 
Father  and  Son  there  is  not  the  slightest  difference"  (5  MSSTIJ  /&&#), 
"not  even  in  any  thought"  (offi*  a%pi  TWO:  hvolxc],  "There  is 
only  one  unbegotten,"  "The  Son  has  come  into  being  in  con 
sequence  of  a  yevewg  xx}  7ro!ti<ri$"  (an  act  of  generation  and 
production),  "  The  Son  has,  compared  with  the  world,  an  ineffable 
substance  peculiarly  his  own"  (ISioTpOTros  avsxStyyqToc  •J7ro7rx7i:}, 
"He  is  povoysvyi;  0fo?"  (only  begotten  God),  "His  Sonship  is 
by  its  nature  in  possession  of  the  deity  of  the  Father"  (X.XTX 
$u<rtv  T'jy%&vou<rai  ry,c  Trxrpix^c  Qsorvjroc},  "  "  Father  and  Son 
are  two  natures  in  the  hypostasis  "  (T-/J  'J7ro7rx7£i  3vo  <fi'J7siz  ''), 
between  the  Underived  and  he  who  has  come  into  being  out 
of  the  non-existent  there  is  a  (Aevirsvovyot  (puns  [tcvoyw/iz  (the 
Son)  5;'  ytq  TX  ohx  st;  oux  OVTUV  siroitjffev  o  TTXT^O  roi>  Qsov  hoyou, 
•/}  £%  XUTCV  roi/  MTOS  Trxrpoq  ysyswjTxt,"  (a  mediating  only  begotten 
nature  by  which  the  Father  of  the  God-Logos  has  made  all 
things  out  of  the  non-existent,  and  which  has  been  begotten 
out  of  the  existent  Father),  "  The  Son  has  not  proceeded  out  of 
the  Father  xzrx  rxq  r£y  rufAXTUV  b[j,ciOTyTx:,  rxis  rcpxlq  Y,  rxfc 
w^ixipsTsav  xTToppolxit;  (in  the  manner  in  which  bodies  are  formed, 
by  separation  or  by  the  emanation  of  parts  divided  off);" 

1     Alexander  made  no  distinction  between  oi/irix,  vTrda-TX/rit;,  fyvtrti;. 

"    "Ov    TfOTrov  "yctf  vt  oififyTos  cdnov  v7r6<TTX<Tt$  Ktrvyy.piTca  U7ripo%vi  e$et%Qy  i/Trep- 


TfcivTcav  oi$  odnQc,  TO  elvxi  e%xpi<7&TO,  OVTUX;  KXI  y  \ilaTVjC,  otiiTov  xosrz  fyvyiv 
ova-K  ryi;  TTXTpixyi;  Seoryrot;  X^SXTM  v-rrepoxy  SixQepei  ruv  J;'  O.VTOV  QSTSI 
Tiav. 

On  John  X.  30:  oirep  ^a-lv  6  ttvpiot;  oil  Trxrspx  exvrbv  xvxyopevwv  ov$e  TX$  ry 
Svo  $v<reig  (J.tx.v  slvxi  o-xipyvi^cav,  «AA'  on  Tt)v  Trxrpixijv  iptyfftietv  xy.pipws 
u^eiv    6    i//6;    TOV    Trxrpot;,    ryv  xxrx  TTXVTX  opoidryTX  xi/roS  IK 
vo^    xxi    x7rxpxAAxxTc$  slxtav  TOV  7rxTpb$  Twy%xv(av  xxi  TO 
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still  we  may  speak  of  a  fatherly  generation !  (Trxrpi^  Ceoyovlx) 
which  certainly  is  beyond  the  power  of  human  reason  to  grasp." 
"The  expressions  %v,  ait,  etc.,  (was,  always),  used  of  the  Son,  are 
undoubtedly  too  weak,  but  on  the  other  hand,  they  are  not 
to  be  conceived  so  as  to  suggest  that  the  Son  is  unbegotten 
\  the  unbeginning  genesis  from  the  Father  (xvotp^oc 
*px  roi>  yrxTpbe)  is  his, — "the  Father  is  greater  than 
the  Son,  to  Him  honour  in  the  strict  sense  (olxsTcv  a&upx)  is 
due,  to  the  Son  the  dignity  that  is  fitting  (TIM  xpfi^ouffot)."  ' 
These  confused  thoughts  and  formulae  contrast  unfavourably 
with  the  clear  and  definitely  expressed  statements  of  Arius. 
Alexander's  opponents  had  a  better  right  to  complain  of  the 
chameleon-like  form  of  this  teaching  than  he  had  of  that  of 
theirs.  When  they  maintained  that  it  offered  no  security  against 
dualism  (two  unbegotten,  [xysvyTx]),  2  or  against  Gnostic  emana- 
tionism  (Trpcpohy,  xTrcppotx),  or  against  Sabellianism  (-JIOTTXTUP),  or 
against  the  idea  of  the  corporeality  of  God,  and  that  it  contained 
flagrant  contradictions,  3  they  were  not  far  wrong.  But  they 
cannot  have  been  in  the  dark  as  to  what  their  opponents  meant 
to  assert,  which  was  nothing  else  than  the  inseparable,  essential 
unity  of  Father  and  Son,  the  complete  divinity  of  Christ  who 
has  redeemed  us  and  whom  every  creature  must  necessarily 
have  as  redeemer.  Along  with  this  they  taught  a  real  distinc 
tion  between  Father  and  Son,  though  they  could  assert  this 
distinction  only  as  a  mystery,  and  when  they  were  driven  to 
describe  it,  had  recourse  to  formulae  which  were  easily  refuted. 

1  In  the  Confession  of  Faith  which  Alexander  had  put  at  the  close  of  his  letter, 
the  Spirit,  the  Church,  and  so  on,  are  mentioned.   According  to  Alexander,  too,  the 
Logos    got    only    a    body    from    Mary,    who,    for    the    rest,   is  called  6eor6xo$  (see 
Athan.    Orat.    III.    29.  33).  Mohler  and  Newman  (Hist.  Treatises,  p.  297)  consider 
Athanasius    as  the   real  author  of  Alexander's  encyclical  epistle.     Their  arguments, 
however,  are  not  convincing. 

2  Hence  the  reproach  so  frequently  brought  against  this  doctrine,  that  according 
to  it  Father  and  Son  are  "brothers";  see,  e.g.,  Orat.  c.  Arian  I.  14.  PaulofSamo- 
sata    had    already    brought    this    reproach    against    all  the  adherents  of  the  Logos 
doctrine.    The  Arians  sought  to  make  a  redticlio  ad  absurdum  of  the  doctrine  that 
the    Son    is  the  perfect  image  of  the  Father,  by  pointing  out  that  in  this  case  the 
Son  too  must  beget  as  well  as  the  Father  (Or.  c.  Arian.  I.  21). 

3  See    some    of  those  adduced  by  them  in  Orat.  c.  Arian.  I.  22:  they  are  said 
to  have  pointed  them  out  to  children  and  women. 
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We  may  at  this  point  give  an  account  of  the  doctrine  of 
Athanasius;  for  although  it  was  not  till  after  the  Nicene  Council 
that  he  took  part  in  the  controversy  as  an  author,  *  still  his 
point  of  view  coincides  essentially  with  that  of  Bishop  Alexander. 
It  underwent  no  development,  and  considered  from  the  stand 
point  of  technical  theology  it  partly  labours  under  the  same 
difficulties  as  that  of  Alexander.  Its  significance  does  not  lie  in 
the  nature  of  his  scientific  defence  of  the  faith,  but  solely  in 
the  triumphant  tenacity  of  the  faith  itself.  His  character  and  his 
life  are  accordingly  the  main  thing.  The  works  he  composed, 
like  all  the  theological  formulae  he  uses,  were  wrung  out  of 
him.  The  entire  Faith,  everything  in  defence  of  which  Athanasius 
staked  his  life,  is  described  in  the  one  sentence :  God  Himself 
has  entered  into  humanity.  ~ 

The  theology  and  christology  of  Athanasius  are  rooted  in 
the  thought  of  Redemption,  and  his  views  were  not  influenced 
by  any  subordinate  considerations.  3  Neither  heathenism  nor 
Judaism  has  brought  men  into  fellowship  with  God,  the  point 
on  which  everything  turns.  It  is  through  Christ  that  we  are 
transported  into  this  fellowship ;  He  has  come  in  order  to  make 

1  That  he  took  an  active  interest  in  the  Nicene  Council  is  undoubted;  see 
Theodoret  I.  26,  Sozom,  I.  1 7  fin.,  but,  above  all,  Apol.  Athan.  c.  Arian.  6  and  the 
work  ':de  decretis."  The  Arians  drew  special  attention  to  the  influence  exercised  by 
Athanasius,  when  deacon,  on  his  bishop  Alexander,  and  Athanasius  did  not  contradict 
their  statements;  see  also  Gregor  Naz.  Oral.  21,  14. 

5  His  chief  works  against  the  Arians  are  the  four  Orationes  c.  Arian — his  most 
comprehensive  work,  containing  mainly  his  refutation  of  the  Arian  Bible  exegesis ; 
the  fourth  Oration  is,  however,  either  merely  a  sketch,  or  else  it  is  not  in  its  proper 
place  along  with  the  others ;  further,  the  treatises  de  decret.  Nic.  synodi,  de 
sentent.  Dionys.  Alex.,  historia  Arian.  ad  monachos,  apologia  c.  Arian.,  apologia  ad  imp. 
Constantium,  de  synodis  Arimini  et  Seleuciae  habitis,  the  Tomus  ad  Antioch.,  and 
in  addition  the  festival-orations  and  some  lengthy  letters,  e.g.^  that  ad  Afros  episcopos. 

3  To  prove  this  it  would  be  necessary  to  quote  hundreds  of  passages.  In  none 
of  his  larger  works  has  Athanasius  omitted  to  base  his  anti-Arian  christology  on 
the  thought  of  redemption,  and  wherever  he  gives  this  as  the  basis  one  feels  that 
he  is  adducing  what  is  his  most  telling  argument.  The  manner  too  in  which  he 
was  able,  starting  from  this  as  the  central  point  of  his  whole  view  of  the  subject, 
to  justify  what  were  purely  derivative  formulae  by  referring  them  back  to  it,  is 
well  worthy  of  notice ;  cf.  the  Oral.  c.  Arian.,  espec.  II.  67 — 70.  The  fact  that 
his  knowledge  of  scientific  theology  was  slender  is  hinted  at  by  Gregor  Naz., 
Oral.  21.  6. 
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us  divine,  i  e.,  to  make  us  by  adoption  the  sons  of  God  and 
gods.  But  Christ  would  not  have  been  able  to  bring  us  this 
blessing  if  He  Himself  had  possessed  it  merely  as  a  gift  secundum 
participationem,  for  in  this  case  He  only  had  just  as  much  as 
He  needed  Himself  and  so  could  not  proceed  to  give  away 
what  was  not  His  own.  '  Therefore  Christ  must  be  of  the  sub 
stance  of  the  Godhead  and  be  one  with  it.  Whoever  denies  that 
is  not  a  Christian,  but  is  either  a  heathen  or  a  Jew.  -  This  is 
the  fundamental  thought  which  Athanasius  constantly  repeats. 
Everything  else  is  secondary,  is  of  the  nature  of  necessary  con 
troversy.  In  the  Son  we  have  the  Father;  whoever  knows  the 
Son  knows  the  Father.  a  This  confession  is  at  bottom  the  entire 
Christian  confession.  The  adoration  of  Christ,  which  according 
to  tradition,  has  been  practised  from  the  first,  and  which  has  not 
been  objected  to  by  their  opponents,  already,  he  says,  decides 
the  whole  question.  God  alone  is  to  be  adored ;  it  is  heathenish 
to  worship  creatures.  4  Christ  therefore  shares  in  the  divine 

1  Specially  striking  is  what  he  says  de  synod.  51:  Christ  could  not  make  others 
gods  if  He  himself  had,  to  begin  with,  been  made  God  ;  if  He  possessed  His  god 
head    merely    as    something    bestowed    upon    Him,  He  could  not  bestow  it,  for  it 
would   not   be  in  His  own  power,  and  He  would  not  have  more  than  He  needed 
Himself.    Similarly    Orat.    I.    39,  I.  30:  Ovx  xpx  xxTxfixi;  e@e*TicaQy  «AA« 
i/3eAT/«<rev    XVTO$  TX  Seo/ievx  jSe^Titaffew^   xxi  ei  TOV  fiehTiuirxi  %xpiv  XXTX£ 

ovx  xpx  (J.KT&OV  £<r%f  TO  Aeyeo-Sxi,  vidi;  xxi  ®eot;,  «AA«  /^2AAov  XVTOI;  vfoiroiytrev  *H. 
Tia  TrxTpi  xxi  eJeoTrc/jjo-f  TOVG  xvQpwirovs  yevopevoi;  XVTOS  xvOpmiroi;.  Ovx  xpx  xv&puirot; 
&v  vffTepov  yeyove  ®eot;,  #AA*  Qebt;  uv  va-Tspov  yeyovsv  xvSpuTroi;,  'ivx  ^5AAov  vtpxi; 
Qeoirotja-t*!.  II.  69,  I.  16  :  XVTOV  TOV  viov  p£Te%ovT£<;  TOV  ®eov  peTexeiv  tey6pebx, 
xxi  TOVTO  £<7Tiv  "it  'eheyfv  6  TleTpos  'ivx  yevytrftf  6six<;  xoivuvoi  tyva-sias. 

2  The    frequent    designation    of   the    Arians  as  Jews  and  heathen,  and  together 
with  this  the  designation  "  Ariomanites,"  were  employed  by  Athanasius  in  a  really 
serious    sense;    see    de    decret.    1—4,    27:  Encycl.  ad.  ep.  A^gypt.  et  Lib.  13,  14; 
Orat.   I.  38,  II.   16.   17,  III,   16,  27  sq.  "Abomination  of  the  impious"  XL  Festbrief, 
p.   122  (Larsow). 

3  Orat.   I.   12:  To  the  demand  of  Philip,  "Shew  us  the  Father,"  Christ  did  not 
reply:  /3A«=Vf  rijv  xT/nv,  but  "He  who  sees  me,  sees  the  Father."  Orat.  I.  16:  TOV 
viov    peTexovTei;    TOV    @eov  p£T£X.£Lv  teydptlx  ...  y  TOV  viov  evvoix  xxi  XXTX^H; 
yvwo-i'i;  ea-Ti  irepi  TOV  vxTpos,  Six  TO  ex  rij?  ovrixt;  XVTOV  iSiov  eJvx,  yevv^x.  I.  21. 

<    This    is  a  point  which  is  very  frequently  emphasised ;  see  Orat.  I.  10^  I 
24,    but    chiefly  III.  16:  AIXTI'  olv  of  'Apeixvoi  TOIXVTX  Myi^pevoi  xxi  voovvTei;  o 
<rvvxf^(j.ov<riv    exvTOvt;    peTX    TUV    'EAA^vwv;  xxi  yxp  xaxelvoi,  uirve^  xxi  c 


yxf 
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substance.  Athanasius  did  not  draft  any  system  of  theology  or 
christology.  The  real  point  at  issue  appeared  to  him  to  be  quite 
simple  and  certain.  We  have  to  put  together  his  doctrinal 
system  for  ourselves,  and  the  attempts  to  construct  such  a 
system  for  him  is  not  something  to  be  entered  upon  lightly. 
A  body  of  theoretical  propositions  resulted  solely  from  the 
polemic  in  which  he  was  engaged  and  also  from  his  defence  of 
the  "'Oftsouvios."  Throughout,  however,  his  thought  in  the  final 
resort  centres  not  in  the  Logos  as  such,  '  but  in  the  Divine, 
which  had  appeared  in  Jesus  Christ.  He  has  no  longer  any  in 
dependent  Logos  doctrine,  on  the  contrary  he  is  a  Christologist. 
We  accordingly  give  merely  some  of  the  main  lines  of  his 
teaching. 

i.  To  acknowledge  that  the  substantial  or  essential  element 
in  Christ  is  "God,"  is  to  assert  that  there  is  nothing  of  the 
creature  in  this,  that  it  does  not  therefore  belong  in  any  sense 
to  what  has  been  created.  Athanasius  insisted  as  confidently  as 
Arius  on  the  gulf  which  exists  between  created  and  uncreated. 
This  constitutes  the  advance  made  by  both  in  clearness.  '2  Arius, 
however,  drew  the  dividing  line  in  such  a  way  that  with  him 


tpxivovTxt  TTpbs  xTrxTyv  Tuv  xxspxitav  heyovTfi;'  fyxffxovTei;  yxp-  u  ov  Aeyo^fv  Svo 
"  heyovirt  Svo  ®fov$  xxt  TOVTOVI;  Six<popov$  e%ovTX$  rxc,  tyva-stc;,  TO  p^v 
TO  Se  xyevyTOi.  E;  $t  01  (Ji.lv  "EAAjjvE?  evt  xyevyTia  xxi  7roAAc7£  ysvjjTC?? 
v,  OVTOI  $£  evt  xyevyTia  xxi  ivt  ysvyTui,  ovS'  ovTta  Sixtpepovriv  'EAA^vwv. 
This  was  the  view  of  it  which  was  still  held  at  a  later  period  also.  The  expression 
in  the  Vita  Euthymii  (Cotel.  Monum.  II.,  p.  201)  c.  2,  is  full  of  meaning:  Tot/ 
'EAAjfy/sv-ioti  A^|«VTO$  6  TOV  'Apsixvia-pov  ToAe/xo^  /V%t/pw?  expxTii. 

1  It  is  very  characteristic  of  Athanasius'  way  of  looking  at  things  that  with  him 
the  Logos  in  general  retires  into  the  background,  and  further  that  he  expressly 
declines  to  recognise  or  to  define  the  divine  in  Christ  from  the  point  of  view  of 
his  relation  to  the  world  or  in  terms  of  the  predicate  of  the  eternal.  Image,  Reflec 
tion  and  Son  are  the  designations  which  he  regards  as  most  appropriate.  See,  e.g.. 
Orat.  III.  28  :  ov  TOO-OVTOV  sx  TOV  x'iSi'ov  yvupi^SToct  xvpio$,  ocrov  OTI  vios  £<TTI  TOV 
-  vtbs  y«p  lav  xxwpiffTOG  ICTTI  TOV  TrxTptii;  .  ,  .  x«<  elxwv  xxt  a/Kctvycty^a.  uv  TOU 


2  Beyond  Origen  aud  the  Origenists,  who,  though  they  too  certainly  make  a 
sharp  distinction  between  the  Godhead  and  the  creation,  attribute  with  Philo  an 
intermediate  position  to  the  Logos.  The  Eusebians  held  fast  to  this,  and  that  is 
why  Athanasius  always  treats  them  as  Arians;  for  in  connection  with  this  main 
point  the  maxim  in  his  opinion  held  good  "  Whosover  is  not  with  us  is  against  us." 
See  Orat.  IV.  6,  7;  Encycl.  ad  ep.  yEgypt,  et  Lib.  205  cie  decret.  6,  19,  20;  ad 
Afros  5,  6,  and  the  parallel  section  in  the  work  ude  synodis." 
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the    Son    belongs  to  the  world  side,  while  with  Athanasius  He, 
as  belonging  to  God,  stands  over  against  the  world. 

2.  Since  the  Divine,  which  has  appeared  in  Christ,  is  not 
anything  created,  and  since  there  can  be  no  "  middle  "  substance,1 
it  follows,  according  to  the  reasoning  of  Athanasius,  that  this 
Divine  cannot  in  any  sense  be  postulated  as  resulting  from  the 
idea  of  the  creation  of  the  world.  God  did  not  require  any 
agent  for  the  creation  of  the  world ;  He  creates  direct.  If  He 
had  required  any  such  intervening  agent  in  order  to  effect  a 
connection  with  the  creature  that  was  to  come  into  existence, 
this  Divine  could  not  have  supplied  Him  with  it,  for  it  itself 
really  belongs  to  His  substance.  In  this  way  the  idea  of  the 
Divine,  which  tn  Christ  redeemed  men,  is  severed  from  the  world 
idea;'  the  old  Logos  doctrine  is  discarded;  Nature  and  Revela 
tion  no  longer  continue  to  be  regarded  as  identical.  The  Logos- 
Son-Christ  is  at  bottom  no  longer  a  world  principle,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  a  salvation  principle. ;i 

1  Oral.  I.  15  :  If  the  Son  is  Son  then  that  wherein  He  shares  is  not  outside  of 
the  substance  of  the  Father  :  TOVTO  $s  vxhiv  kxv  'erspov  y  irxpx  TYJV  ova-ixv  TOV  viov 
TO  Jffov  XTOTTOV  xirxvTYivsi*  /Asyov  7rxt.iv  svpnTHO/ievov  TOVTOV  ex.  TOV  vrxTpbt;  xxt  T*J(, 
ovyi'xt;  TOV  viov,  tjTif  voTe  SO-TI.  la  putting  it  thus  Athanasius  corrected  not  only 
an  incautious  expression  of  Bishop  Alexander  (see  above  p.  24  f-)i  but  very  specially 
the  thesis  of  the  Origenists  of  "The  image  and  reflection  which  sprang  from  and 
was  created  out  of  the  will "  (see  e.g.,  Euseb.  Demonstr.  IV.  3).  But  Arius  himself, 
spite  of  all  his  efforts  to  avoid  it,  also  arrived  at  the  idea  of  a  "middle  substance" 
between  the  Godhead  and  the  creature,  because  according  to  him  God  had  necessarily 
to  make  use  of  such  a  being  in  order  to  be  able  to  create  at  all. 

-  In  contrast  to  this  it  holds  good  of  the  Arians  that  TOV  Sypiovpybv  TUV  b'Auv 
TO~I$  Troiypxa-i  <rvvxpt$w<rua-i  (Orat.  I.  c.  Arian.  T.  I.,  p.  342). 

3  It  is  this  which  constitutes  the  most  significant  advance  made  by  Athanasius, 
the  real  fruit  of  his  speculation  which  took  its  start  from  the  thought  of  redemp 
tion.  The  Logos  of  the  philosopliers  was  no  longer  the  Logos  whom  he  knew  and 
adored.  The  existence  of  the  Logos  who  appeared  in  Christ  is  independent  of  the 
idea  of  the  world.  The  creation  of  the  world— abstractly  speaking— might  even 
have  taken  place  without  the  Logos.  This  is  the  point  in  which  he  is  most  strongly 
opposed  to  the  Apologists  and  Origen.  No  traces  of  this  advance  are  to  be  found 
as  yet  in  the  works  uc.  Gent"  and  "de  incarnat."  See,  on  the  other  hand,  Orat.  II. 
24,  25 :  ov  xxfivft  6  Osbg  TTPOO-TXTTOIV,  ovSe  xrdsvsl  Kpbc  Tyv  TUV  TTXVTUV  tpyxtrixv, 
ri'vx  TOV  fj.lv  viov  novas  /zo'vov  XT  try,  sit;  Ss  Ttjv  TUV  ixMuv  Sypiovpyixv  vKovpyov  xx] 
fioySov  xpeixv  e%y  TOV  viov.  ovSe  'yxp  ovSs  vTrsfQea-iv  'e%£i,  'dirsp  xv  e6e*foy  yevetrSxi, 
uMx  povov  vi6e^vt<rs  y.ou  vvetrTy  TX  TTXVTX,  xect  T$  @ovt.foeiTi  avToG  oit$eis  avdirmxe. 
T/vo;  ovv  evsxx  ov  ys-yove  TX  TTXVTX  vxpx  povov  TOV  ®eov  T&  vpoo-TX'yiJ.XTi,  &  ytyove 
xxi  6  viot; .  .  .  xKoyia.  (J.sv  ovv  TTXO-X  Trap'  XVTOI$-  Quart  Ss  b'piat;  ns^  TOVTOV,  w$  xpx 
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3.  Scripture  and  tradition  know  of  only  one  Godhead;  they, 
however,  at  the  same  time  pronounce  Christ  to  be  God  :  they 
call  the  Divine  which  has  appeared  in  Christ,  Logos,  Wisdom 
and  Son  ;  they  thus  distinguish  it  from  God,  the  Father.  Faith 
has  to  hold  fast  to  this.  But  in  accordance  with  this  we  get 
the  following  propositions  : 

(a)  The  Godhead  is  a  unity  ({tovd$).  Therefore  the  Divine  which 
appeared  in  Christ,  must  form  part  of  this  unity.  There  is  only 
one  underived  or  unbegotten  principle  ;  this  is  the  Father.  l 

(b)  The    very   name    Father  implies,  moreover,  that  a  second 
exists  in  the  Godhead.  God  has  always  been  Father,  and  who- 


6  ®eo$  Ttjv  yevyriiv  xTia-ai  (^va-iv,  eve^y  supx  py  ^vvxpevyv  adiryv 
T?jf    TOV    ffXTpbf    xxpXTOV    %ftpbs    xxi  TVIS  Trap'  XVTOV  Sypiovpyixi;,  Troiti  xxi  xTt^ee 
i*.6vov   'evx  xai    xxtei    TOVTOV    viov    xxi    Arfycv,  7vx  TOVT.OV  pea-ov  yevopevov 

AO/TOV  xxi  TX  irxvTX  St  XVTOV  yeverdxi  SvvySy-  TXVTX  ov  povov  eipyxxtriv,  aAA« 
xcu  ypx^xt  rsToApvixxffiv  E.voie(3i6s  re  xxi  'Ape7o$  xxi  6  Svo-x;  'Ao-rep/c?.  As  against  this. 
view  Athanasius  shews  that  God  is  neither  so  powerless  as  not  to  be  able  to  create  the 
creatures  nor  so  proud  as  not  to  be  willing  to  create  them  (el  $t  ut;  anrxfyuv  6 
&fbs  TX  aAA&  epyxa-xo-Qxt,  rov  pev  viov  povov  eipyxtrxro,  TX  Sx  «AAa  TW  ultf  xve- 
Xttpia-ev  we  (2o>i§&>-  xxi  TOVTO  fj.lv  xvx%iov  ®eov-  ovx  'etrTi  yxf  sv  defy  T^4*°?)j  he  shews 
further  from  Matt.  X.  29,  VI.  25  f.  that  God  cares  for  all  things  in  the  most  direct 
way,  and  therefore  has  also  brought  them  into  existence.  The  same  proof  is  given 
in  de  decret.  8.  Athanasius  thus  did  away  with  the  latent  dualism  between  the 
godhead  and  the  creature  which  had  existed  in  Christian  theology  since  the  time 
of  Philo.  God  is  creator  in  the  directest  way.  This,  however,  implies  that  the  Logos 
is  discarded.  If  spite  of  this  Athanasius  not  only  retained  the  name,  but  also 
recognised  the  function  of  a  mediator  of  creation  and  type  of  all  rational  beings, 
the  reason  was  that  he  understood  Scripture  as  implying  this,  and  because  he  was 
not  able  wholly  to  free  himself  from  the  influence  of  tradition.  But  the  Divine  in 
Christ  is  no  longer  for  him  the  world-reason,  on  the  contrary  it  is  the  substance 
of  the  Father  which  —  accidentally,  as  it  were  —  has  also  the  attributes  of  creative 
power  and  of  the  reason  that  embraces  and  holds  ideas  together.  For  Athanasius, 
in  fact,  the  Son  is  the  substance  of  the  Father  as  the  principle  of  redemption  and 
sanctification.  The  most  pregnant  of  his  formulae  is  in  Orat.  III.  6.  in  support  of 
which  he  appeals  to  2  Cor.  V.  19  :  TO  'iSiov  Tfa  TOV  irxTpof  ovrixs  SITTIV  6  vf6f, 
tv  5  ij  xTirif  ?rpo;  TOV  &ebv 


1  That  the  Godhead  is  a  unity,  is  a  thought  which  Athanasius  emphasised  in 
the  strongest  way  over  and  over  again  (povxs  rfo  fls<*T»fTO?),  (2)  also  that  there  are 
not  two  underived  or  unbegotten  principles  («p%«/)?  and  finally  (3)  that  the  Father 
is  the  «p%»j,  which  because  of  this  may  be  identified  with  the  ^ov««  also.  He  retorts 
the  charge  of  Polytheism  brought  against  him  by  the  Arians  ;  they,  he  says,  adore 
two  gods  (see  above,  note  4,  p.  27).  The  best  summary  of  his  view  is  in  Orat. 
IV.  I  :  lAOvaSx  T5j«  fle<*TjfTC«  xSixipeTOv  xai  x<rxtfTOV  terfti*  pix  xpx*  SeJTuroi;  xxi 
ov  ivo  xp%xi  o6fv  xupiwf  xxi  pcvxpxi'x  IfTiv. 


CHAP.  I.]  THE   DOCTRINE   OF   ATHANASIUS  3! 

ever  calls  Him  Father  posits  at  the  same  time  the  Son  ;  for 
the  Father  is  the  Father  of  the  Son,  and  only  in  a  loose  sense 
the  Father  of  the  world  and  of  men ;  for  these  are  created,  but 
the  divine  Trinity  is  uncreated,  for  otherwise  it  might  either 
decrease  again,  or  further  increase  in  the  future.  ' 

(c)  This  Son,  the  offspring  of  the  Father  (ysvvvnA*  TSV  irxTpos), ' 
was  not,  however,  begotten  in  a  human  fashion  as  if  God  were 
corporeal.  On  the  contrary,  He  has  been  begotten  as  the  sun 
begets  light  and  the  spring  the  brook;  He  is  called  Son, 
because  He  is  the  eternal,  perfect  reflection  of  the  Father, 
the  image  3  proceeding  from  the  substance  of  the  Father ; 

1  Orat.  III.  6  :  Traerepx  ovx  civ  TI$  S'ITTOI,  /xij  i/7rap^cvro?  viov-  6  fj.lv  TOI  TtoiyTyv 
Aeywv  TCV  &ebv  ov  irforuf  xxi  TX  ysv6/J,svx  SyAoT  etm  yxp  xxi  vpb  TUV  TCOI^IJ-XTUV 
To/jfTt)?'  6  Se  TTXTepx  Ag'ywv  evSt/i;  perx  TOV  TrxTpbi;  o-ypatvei  xxi  TJJV  TOV  viov  vTrxpfyv. 
Six  TOVTO  xoci  6  TtifTfvtav  e<?  TOV  viov  sif  TOV  vxrspx  Tfta-revsr  elf  yxp  TO  't'Sicv  TVJ£ 
TOV  7TXTpb$  olffixt;  Tria-Tevei,  xxi  OVTGIG  pix  ea-riv  vj  ifia-Ti^  eif  evx  @eov.  II.  41.  De 
decret.  30  fin.  :  Ae'ycvre;  i/.sv  yxp  txsivot  TOV  ®scv  xysvyrov  Ix  ruv  'yevonivuv  xvrbv 
•KQiyrw  /love-;  Aeyovirrj,  'ivx  xxi  rbv  Ao'yev  Ttoiyftx  o-yttxviiitrt  xxrx  TJJV  ISixv  tiSovjv  6 
$e  TOV  (dtbv  TrxTepx  hsyuv  evSvs  kv  xi/Tia  xxi  TOV  vibv  ffy/txivft.  The  Son  is  a  second 
in  the  Godhead,  see  Orat.  III.  4  :  Svo  fj.lv  SI<TIV,  OTI  6  vxTyp  KXTtjp  eo-ri  xxt  ov%  a 
XVTOS  vloi;  etrTf  xxi  6  v/o?  vi6$  SITTI  xxt  011%  6  XVTOI;  TTXTJP  IPTI-  ftix  $t  vj  $IHTIC,. 
IV.  I  :  uffTf  $vo  fj.lv  tUvxi  TTXTepx  xxi  viov,  povxSx  $£  btorviTOC,  x$txfpeTGv.  The 
idea  that  the  Triad  must  be  from  all  eternity  and  be  independent  of  the  world, 
if  it  is  not  to  be  increased  or  diminished,  is  developed  in  Orat.  I.  17.  There  is  a 
strong  polemic  against  the  Sabellians  in  Orat.  IV. 

2  In    the   theoretical    expositions  of  his  teaching  Athanasius  uses  the  expression 
yewypx    in    preference   to  i//o$,  in  order  to  exclude  the  idea  of  human  generation. 

3  "Reflection",    "Image",    "God    of   God",    are  the  expressions  which  always 
appeared  to  Athanasius  to  be  the  most  appropriate.  He  preferred  the  first  of  these 
in    order    to    exclude    the    thought    that    the    Son    proceeded  from  the  will  of  the 
Creator.    The    light    cannot    do    otherwise    than   1  ghten,    and    it  a/ways  shines  or 
lightens,  otherwise  it  would  not  be  light.  The  archetype  projects  its  type  necessarily. 
Following    Origen    he   puts  the  whole  emphasis  on  the  eternal  (Orat.  I.   14:  a/J/'o? 
f<TTiv  6  vibs  xxi  ffvvvirxpxfi  T&  varpi)  and  necessary.  If  the  Son  were  begotten  by 
the  will  of  the  Father,  He  would  be  something  contingent,  a  creation,  and  would 
have  a  beginning :  though  certainly  He  was  not,  on  the  other  hand,  begotten  contrary 
to  this  will,  as  the  Arians  charge  their  opponents  with  believing  (Orat.  III.  62,  66), 
nor    from  some  necessity  superior  to  God,  nor  does  the  blessed  Godhead  undergo 
any  kind  of  suffering  (Orat.  I.  16),  on  the  contrary  He  proceeded  from  the  substance  o 
God  ov  Trxpx  yvupw.  Only  the  expression  ex  TV$  ova-ixt;  suffices,  as  Athanasius  over 
and  over  again  makes  plain;  any  intervention  of  the  will  here  degrades  the  Son; 


(So 
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He  is  called  Wisdom  and  Logos  not  as  if  the  Father  were 
imperfect  without  Him,  '  but  as  the  creative  power  of  the 
Father.  ~  "To  be  begotten"  simply  means  completely  to  share 
by  nature  in  the  entire  nature  of  the  Father,  implying  at  the 
same  time  that  the  Father  does  not  therefore  suffer  or  undergo 
anything.  :! 

(d)  Consequently  the  assertions  of  the  Arians  that  the  Son 
is  God,  Logos,  and  Wisdom  in  a  nominal  sense  only,  that  there 
was  a  time  in  which  the  Son  was  not,  that  He  has  sprung  from 
the  will  of  the  Father,  that  He  was  created  out  of  the  non 
existent  or  out  of  some  other  substance,  that  He  is  subject  to 
change,  are  false.  4  On  the  contrary  He  is  (i)  co-eternal  with  the 


viov    $£    yevvx    KXTX    tyvtriv.    xxi  TO  fJ.lv  fiovhyiffst  >tXTxa'KSUx^6(J.sv;v  yftXTO  ' 
KM    'e£u$fV    e<rTi    TOV    TTOtovvToi;-    6  St  u/o?  'iSiov  sa-ri  rvji;  olffixi;  TOV  Trxrpds 
x.xi  OVK  'e<7Tt-j  e£wQe-j  XVTOV-  Sio  ovSe  ftovheveTxi  irepi  XUTOV,  'tvx  \J.y  xxi  irepi 

y  (3ovheveffQxr  otria  ovv  TOV  XTI<TIJ.XTO$  6  vidi;  vTtepxeiTXi,  TOO-OVTU  xxi  TVS  (Bov- 
TO  TO  XXTX  $v<rtv.  The  Father  wills  the  Son  in  so  far  as  He  loves  Him  and 
wills  and  loves  Himself  (Orat.  III.  66),  but  in  so  far  as  "willing"  involves  TJJV  ITT' 
x/tfyca  poTvjv,  /'.£.,  includes  the  ability  not  to  will,  the  Son  is  not  from  the  will  of 
the  Father. 

1  Athanasius  rarely  repeats  the  unguarded  utterances  of  Bishop  Alexander  and 
others  belonging  to  the  orthodox  party.  The  Father  is  for  him,  on  the  contrary,  in 
and  for  Himself  —  if  one  may  so  put  it  —  personal;  He  is  vov?  and  He  is  ri}?  i'3/a? 
vTroo-Txa-ecas  SfA^TSf?.  In  one  passage  in  his  later  writings  (de  decret.  15)  he  has. 
however,  curiously  enough,  argued  that  the  Father  would  be  aAoyo?  and  &TO$OC,^  if 
the  Logos  were  not  from  all  eternity. 

"  In  order  to  give  meaning  to  the  expressions  "  Logos",  "  Wisdom  ",  Athanasius 
could  not  avoid  describing  the  divine  in  Christ  as  the  wisdom,  prudence,  strength. 
might,  creative  power  in  God,  see  Orat.  I.  17,  III.  65.  Still  he  rarely  has  recourse 
to  these  terms. 

3  After    the    beginning    of    the    Arian  controversy,  though  not  before  it  (see  c. 
Gent.    2),    Athanasius    made    a    thorough    distinction  between   ato  beget"  and  "to 
create."     "Begetting"    held    good  of  the  Father  only  in  reference  to  the  Son.     It 
means    the   production    of  a  perfect  image  of  Himself  which,  while  originating  in 
His  substance,  has  by  nature  a  share  in  the  entire  substance.    That  the  Son  shares 
in    the    entire  substance  of  the  Father  is  a  thought  which  was  constantly  repeated 
by    Athanasius,    Orat.  I.   16:  TO  &'Aw;  ^£T£%e<rfla:<  TOV  ®ebv  To-c'v  erri  Agye/v  OT<  xxi 
ysvvx.  The  begotten  is  thus  'iSiov  rye,  oltrixs  TOV  ®sov  yewy/ix  (Orat.  II.  24),  which 
4>^o-e<  'e%£i  Tijv  TrxTpixyv  ovtrixv  and  in  fact  Tsteixv.    That  God  does  not  in  consequence 
of  this  suffer  or  undergo  anything,  and  that  there  is  here  no  question  of  an  emana 
tion,  are  points  which  he  urges  as  against  the  Valentinians. 

4  The  refutation  of  these  propositions  given  by  Athanasius  takes  a  great  number 
of  forms;  we  may  distinguish  the  religious-dogmatic,  the  dialectic-philosophic,  the 
patristic    and    the    biblical    refutations    (see    Bohringer,  Athanasius,  pp.  210  —  240). 
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Father  and  (2)  He  is  of  the  substance  of  the  Father, '  for  other 
wise  He  would  not  be  God  at  all,  (3)  He  is  by  His  own  nature 
in  all  points  similarly  "  constituted  as  the  Father,  and  finally  He  is 
all  this,  because  He  has  one  and  the  same  substance  in  common 
ivith  the  Father  and  together  with  Him  constitutes  a  unity,  ' 

For  Athanasius  himself  the  religious  and  biblical  argument  is  the  chief  thing.  Be 
sides  numerous  passages  from  the  Gospel  of  John,  Athanasius  quotes  specially 
i  John  V.  20;  Rev.  I.  4;  Matt.  III.  17,  XVII.  5;  Rom.  I.  20,  VIII  32  IX  c  • 
Hebr.  I.  3,  XIII.  8;  Ps.  II.  7;  XLV.  2,  CII.  28,  CXLV.  13;  Is.  XL.  28.  Matt! 
XXVIII.  19  had  for  him  supreme  importance.  Amongst  the  theses  laid  down  by 
the  Arians  he  had  a  special  objection  to  that  of  the  irpoxoxj  of  the  Logos. 
Hence  the  strong  emphasis  he  lays  on  the  xTpe^roi;. 

1  "From  the  Father,''  as  Athanasius  says  in  several  passages,  would  be  sufficient 
if  it  were  not  possible  to  say,  using  the  words  in  an  improper  sense,  that  every 
thing  is  from  God  because  it  has  been  created  by  God.  It  is  because  the  Eusebians 
make  capital  out  of  this  that  we  must  avow:  ex  rfc  olvictc,  rot  7rxrp6$;  see  de 
decret.  19;  de  synod.  33  sq.:  ad  Afros  5.  He  entirely  rejects  the  idea  of  a  mere 
unity  of  feeling  or  doctrine  between  the  Father  and  the  Son  (e.g.,  Oral.  III.  11) 
for  this  would  mean  the  disappearance  of  the  Godhead  of  the  Son. 

The  word  "fyco/c?"  means  something  more  than  our  word  "resembling"  and 
something  less  than  our  word  "similar";  our'1  similarly  constituted  "  comes  nearest 
it.  The  "opoioi;"  alone  did  not  satisfy  Athanasius,  because  it  implicitly  involves  a 
difference  and,  above  all,  a  distinction,  and  he  says,  moreover,  that  even  dog  and 
wolf,  tin  and  silver  are  opoiz.  He,  however,  certainly  applied  the  word  in  connec 
tion  with  substance  (ipva-it;  ovrix)  or  with  "  XXTX  TTXVTZ"  (e.g.,  de  decret.  20)  to 
the  relation  between  Father  and  Son  (o/xe/W/s  TOV  viov  Ttpbt;  rov  Tfxrepx  XXTX  ryv 
ova-ixv  xxi  XXTX  riiv  $vtrtv,  de  synod.  45).  But  still  he  found  it  necessary  as  a 
rule,  at  least  at  a  later  date,  expressly  to  emphasise  the  evoTyi;— where  he  expresses 
himself  in  a  less  strict  way  we  also  find  opoioTyi;  alone — and  in  opposition  to  the 
Homoiousians  was  driven  to  add  "ex  rfc  oua-izt;"  to  " opoiovo-ios "  in  order  to 
banish  any  idea  of  separateness.  (de  synod.  41).  Yet  he  recognised  at  the  same  time 
(1.  c.c.  53  sq.)  that  o>o/o?  is  really  an  unsuitable  word;  for  it  cannot  be  used  of 
substances,  but  only  of  <r%y/txTz  xxi  7foi6ryire^.  In  connection  with  substances  we 
say  TxvToryi;.  Men  resemble  each  other  in  general  outline  and  character,  but  in 
substance  they  are  o{j.o$vtl$;  vice  versa,  man  and  dog  are  not  unlike,  but  yet  they 
are  erepoipve^t;.  Thus  o^o^vsi;  and  oftooi/triev  match  each  other,  and  in  the  same 
way  erefot^vet;  and  erefoova-icv.  The  phrase  opoiot;  xxr'  OVITI'XY  always  suggests  a 
/j.£Tov<ri'x ;  TO  fyxp  o/ioicv  TTOIOT^I;  I^T/V,  >J'T/£  ry  oi/iria  irpca"yfvotT'  xv.  Thus  it  is 
correct  to  say  of  created  spiritual  beings  that  they  resemble  God,  not  however  in 
substance,  but  only  in  virtue  of  sonship.  'Opoiova-ios  is  in  fact  nothing,  and 
when  used  of  the  real  Son  is  consequently  either  nonsense  or  false. 

3  This  is  the  key  to  the  whole  mode  of  conception :  Son  and  Father  are  not  a  duality, 
but  a  duality  in  unity,  i.e.,  the  Son  possesses  entirely  the  substance  which  the  Father 
is;  He  is  a  unity  with  the  unity  which  the  Father  is.  Athanasius  did  not  defend  the 
idea  of  the  co-ordination  of  the  two  as  opposed  to  a  subordination  view,  but  the  unity 
and  inseparability  as  opposed  to  the  theory  of  difference  and  separateness.  He,  however, 
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but    "substance"   in  reference  to  God  means  nothing  else  than 
"Being."  l    It  is   not  the  case  that  the  Father  is  one  substance 

expresses  this  as  follows :  in  substance  Father  and  Son  are  one ;  or.  the  Son  has  one  and 
the  same  substance  with  the  Father.  Thus  the  expression  ^  IJLIX  Quirts"  is  often  used  for 
both  ;  and  so  we  have :  ovtrix  'iv  etrnv  XVTQC;  'yevvya-xt;  XVTOV  vxryp  (de  synod.  48).  The 
Son  has  the  e-jyrys  irpb;  TOV  vtXTepx  (de  decret.  23) ;  He  constitutes  with  Him  a  xSixipSTot; 
evo'rjjs;  there  subsists  between  both  Ei/oV>f?  opoiuirewi;  xxrx  rijv  ov/rfxv  xxi  XXTX  TJJV 
<pvo~tv.  He  expresses  his  meaning  most  plainly  in  those  passages  in  which  he  attaches 
the  TKVT6rvi$  to  Father  and  Son  without  prejudice  to  the  fact  that  the  Father  is  the 
Father  and  not  the  Son.  Identity  of  substance,  as  Athanasius  (de  synod.  53) 
explains,  is  Tavrdryi;.  Thus  he  says  (Orat.  I.  22):  6  vib$  e%fi  ex  TOV  TrxTpbt;  rviv 
TxvTJTtiTX.  In  a  passage  of  earlier  date  he  had  already  said  (c.  Gent.  2):  Save 
Tta  viS)  xxi  T%$  i$ix$  xiSiOTyTOi;  'svvoixv  yxi  yvcZa'iv,  'ivx  TJJV  TXVTOT*ITX  vw^wv  X.T.A. 
Later  on,  (de  decret.  23):  xvccyxy  xxi  l-j  TOVTUS  TVJV  TXVTOT^TX  7rpb<;  TOV  exvTov 
Trxrepx  <ru%siv,  20:  [JLVI  [J.6vov  'dfJ-oiov  TOV  vlbv  zf.hx  TXUTOV  TY,  6/j.oi(ii<rei  sx  TOV 
7TXTpb$  eJvxi  ...  oil  povov  opoios  «AA«  xxi  xSixiperot;  trri  ri)?  TOV  TTXTpbs  ov(rixsy 
xxi  'iv  fj.ev  ft<riv  XUTOI;  xxi  6  TTXTyp.  24:  E'VO'TIJC  xxi  tyvo-txii  idiOTyt; .  .  .  T^V  CVOT^TX 
ri)S  <pv<TE6i<;  xxi  TYJV  TXVTJTVITX  TOV  <}>ftiTo;  (Ay  Sixipu/tfv.  Orat.  IV.  5  (and  else 
where):  TTXTyp  ev  TU>  vita,  vlo$  sv  TOJ  vxTpi...  y  TOV  vtov  QeoTyc;  TOV  vrxTpo/;  eo-Tt  .  .. 
vi  SsoTyt;  xxi  YJ  iSio'Tiis  TOV  Trxrpbt;  TO  eivxi  TOV  vtov  ttrTi.  Thus  O(JLOIOC,  is  unsatisfactory 
not  only  because  it  does  not  express  complete  likeness,  but,  above  all,  because  it 
does  not  express  the  unity  upon  which  everything  depends.  The  Son  cannot,  like 
human  sons,  go  away  from  the  Father,  (de  decret.  20)  for  He  is  in  a  more  intimate 
relation  to  Him  that  a  human  son  is  to  his  father;  He  is  connected  with  the 
Father  not  as  an  accident  of  which  we  might  make  abstraction  (1.  c.  12),  but  as- 
TO  '/Siov  rij?  KXTftxYii;  v7roffrx<r£w$  (Orat.  III.  65)  or  as  TO  'iStov  TJ?;  ovyixt;  TOV 
TTXTpos  (frequently  in  de  decret.  Orat.  I.  22),  or  as  'iSiov  Tyt;  ovrtxi;  TOV  ®sov 
yiwviiJ.x.  Athanasius  uses  the  words  "VJ/o^",  "yvijo-/o<:"  frequently;  they  give  the 
conception  of  Son  a  more  extended  meaning  than  it  naturally  has,  so  that  the  Son 
may  not  appear  as  'tZudev  xTrhut;  '6(j.oioc,  and  consequently  as  fTepoovtriot;  (de  decret. 
23).  The  substantial  unity  of  Father  and  Son  is  the  jundamental  thought  of 
Athanasius.  Atzberger  therefore  correctly  says  (op.  cit.  p.  117)  "There  can  be  no 
doubt  but  that  Athanasius  conceived  of  the  unity  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  as  a 
numerical  unity  of  substance."  In  Orat.  III.  3  ff.  where  he  puts  himself  to  great 
trouble  to  state  the  problem  that  two  are  equal  to  one,  he  says :  Ei  xxi  r£Tsp6v  SO-TIV 
d>S  ytvvvHJ.x  6  f/o's,  «AA«  TXVTOV  ea-Tiv  ut;  ®eo$-  xxi  'iv  sitriv  XVTOI;  xxi  6  TTXTVP  Ty 
i§i6TttTi  xxi  oixeiOTyn  TJJS  <£t/o-£«s  xxi  Ty  TXVTOT^TI  TVJ?  /^<2j  deoV^TOi;.  We  cannot 
therefore  help  being  astonished  (with  Zahn  p.  20)  to  find  that  Athanasius  declines 
to  use  the  word  (JLOVOOVO-IOI;  of  the  Son  (see  Expos,  fidei  2 :  O\JT&  vioTrxTOpx  4>pe- 
vov/ifv  »5  of  S«/3eAA<o/,  AfyovTE?  povoovtriov  xxi  oi/%  o^oova-iov  xxi  ev  TOVTU  xvxip- 
OVVTCS  r6  elvxi  v/ov);  still  he  always  says:  (tixv  o'l'Sx^ev  xxi  (j.6vyv  6e6TyTx  TOV 
xxTpo's.  If  the  question  is  raised  as  to  whether  Athanasius  thought  of  the  Godhead 
as  a  numerical  unity  or  as  a  numerical  duality,  the  answer  is :  as  a  numerical 
•unity.  The  duality  is  only  a  relative  one — if  we  may  write  such  an  absurdity — 
the  duality  of  archetype  and  type.  That  the  Arians  called  the  Catholics  "  Sabel- 
lians"  is  expressly  stated  by  Julian  of  Eclan.  (August.,  op.  imperf.  V.  25). 

1     ®foV>7s,  ova-ix,  v7r6trTX<riG,  iSi'oTys  TJK  oi/rixs,  oixetJTyi;   Tij?  ovyi'xt;  (vTroa-Txirsu!;) 
are    all  used  by  Athanasius  in  reference  to  the  Godhead  as  perfectly  synonymous. 
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by  itself  and  the  Son  another  substance  by  itself  and  that  these 
two  are  similarly  constituted.  This  would  do  away  with  the 
unity  of  the  Godhead.  On  the  contrary,  the  Father  is  the 
Godhead  ;  this  Godhead,  however,  contains  in  it  a  mystery  which 
can  only  be  approximately  conceived  of  by  men.  It  conceals 
within  itself  in  the  form  of  an  independent  and  self-acting 
product  something  which  issues  from  it  and  which  also  possesses 
this  Godhead  and  possesses  it  from  all  eternity  in  virtue,  not  of  any 
communication,  but  of  nature  and  origin, — the  true  and  real  Son, 
the  image  which  proceeds  from  the  substance.  There  are  not  two 
divine  ousias,  not  two  divine  hypostases  or  the  like,  but  one  ousia 
and  hypostasis,  which  the  Father  and  the  Son  possess.  Thus  the 
Son  is  true  God,  inseparable  from  the  Father  and  reposing  in  the 
unity  of  the  Godhead,  not  a  second  alongside  of  God,  but  simply 
reflection,  express  image,  Son  within  the  one  Godhead  which  cannot 

He  had  no  word  by  which  to  describe  Father  and  Son  as  different  subjects,  and 
indeed  he  never  felt  it  necessary  to  seek  for  any  such  word.  We  cannot  call 
iSioTyi;  rijs  ova-toes  anything  special;  for  Athanasius  by  the  very  use  of  the  word 
iStoryt;  asserted  the  unity  of  the  Father  and  Son.  'TKoa-Txa-it;  and  ovo-tx  are 
repeatedly  described  by  him  as  identical;  see  de  decret.  27;  de  synod.  41;  ad 
Afros  4;  y  Se  viroa-Txa-tt;  ouyix  earn',  xxi  ovSev  #AAo  a-tiiu.xiv6iz.svav  'e%ei  tj  XVTO  TO 
'6v,  oTrep  'lepepixi;  v7rxp£iv  ovo/AX^ei  heyuv  .  .  .  y  yxp  uTrda-Txa-ii;  xxi  \\  oi/a-tx  viratf%i$ 
ea-Tiv  (so  still  in  the  year  370).  Tom.  ad  Antioch.  6:  inroa-Txytv  (j.sv  kiyofiiv 
•^'yov/ji.evoi  TXUTOV  elvxi  eiTreHv  vTroa'Txa'iv  xxi  ova-iav.  The  divine  substance  is,  how 
ever,  nothing  other  than  TO  '6v  (pure  Being);  see  ad  Afr.  I.e.  and  the  decret.  22; 
(iodhead  is  the  ola-ix  xxxTx^TfToi; .  .  .  TO-  ®ebi;,  ovSev  sTepov  y  TYJV  ova- ten  XVTOV 
TOU  'OVTOI;  a-qtixi'vei.  As  opposed  to  this  <£«/«•/?  is  the  nature  which  attaches  to  the 
substance  as  the  complex  of  its  attributes;  Athanasius  distinguishes  it  from  bvo-ix; 
hence  the  formula  often  used:  xxrx  TVJV  ola-ixv  xxi  XXTX  T$V  (ftveriv  (e.g.,  de  synod. 
45)  see  also  Tom.  ad  Antioch  6,  where  Athanasius  after  the  words  above  quoted, 
continues:  ptxv  $t  Qpovovpfv  Six  TO  ex  rtj?  outrixt;  TOU  irxTpbi;  e^vxi  TOV  vicv  xxi 
Six  rtjv  TXVTOT^TX  TVJC  $v<Te<a$-  pixv  yxf  QeoT^Tx  xxi  plxv  eJvxi  T^V  TXVTW  $t/ffiv 
TTia-Tevopev.  Oral.  I.  39:  The  Son  is  Qvirei  XXT'  ova-ixv  TXVTX.  When,  however, 
Athanasius  asserts  the  numerical  unity  of  the  Ousia  of  Father,  Son,  (and  Spirit) 
he  is  thinking  of  it  both  as  being  that  which  we  call  "substance"  and  also  as 
what  we  call  "subject",  so  that  here  again,  too,  what  is  obscure  is  not  the  unity, 
but  the  duality  (triad)  as  in  Irenaeus.  In  de  synod.  51  the  conception  of  the  Ousia 
as  involving  three  substances,  /.<?.,  a  common  genus  and  two  co-ordinate  "brothers1' 
ranged  under  it,  is  expressly  rejected  as  'EMjvuv  fp^vetxi.  It  is  only  the  one 
passage:  Expos,  fid.  2,  (see  above)  where  Athanasius  rejects  povoovvw,  that  betrays 
any  uncertainty  en  his  part.  It  stands  quite  by  itself.  Otherwise  by  ovr/et  he 
understands  the  individual  or  single  substance  which,  however,  as  applied  to  God, 
is  the  fulness  of  all  Being,  a  view  which  allows  him  to  think  of  this  substance 
as  existing  in  wonderful  conditions  and  taking  on  wonderful  shapes. 
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and  ought  not  to  be  thought  of  apart  from  reflection,  express 
image,  and  Son.  He  has  everything  that  the  Father  has,  for 
He  actually  possesses  the  ousia  of  the  Father ;  He  is  o(toov<rio<;,  ' 
of  the  same  substance.  Only  He  is  not  actually  the  Father,  for 
the  latter  is  also  His  source  and  root,  the  Almighty  Father, 
the  only  unbegotten  principle. " 

1  The  meaning  of  this  word  will  be  clear  from  what  was  said  in  the  preceding 
discussion.     It    signified    oneness    of   substance,    not    likeness  of  substance,  ';  unius 
substantiae."     Father    and    Son    possess    in    common    one   and  the  same  substance, 
substance    in    the    sense    of   the    totality    of  all  that  which  they  are.     This  is  how 
Athanasius    always    understood    the    word,    as  Zahn   (op.  cit.,  pp.   10 — 32)  was  the 
first    to   point  out  in  opposition  to  the  long  current  erroneous  interpretations  of  it. 
It    is  in  fact  equal  to  rxurovirtos,  the  meaning  which  the  Semiarians  also  attached 
to  it  (Ephiph.  H.   73.   II).  Athanasius  neither  discovered  the  word,  nor  had  he  any 
special  preference  for  it  5  but  he  always  recognised  in  it  the  most  fitting  expression 
wherewith    to    repel    Arians  and  Eusebians;  see  on  the  adoption  of  the  word  into 
the  Nicene  Creed  and  the  history  of  its  interpretation,  the  discussions  which  follow. 

2  This    is  an  important  point  in  the  Athanasian  doctrine  and  balances  in  some 
degree    the    thoughts    comprised  in  the  word  "  opoavo-ios."     From  some  passages  it 
certainly    appears  as  if  the  statement  that  the  Son  has  everything  in  common  with 
the  Father  (according  to  Holy  Scripture)  except  the  name  of  Father  (see  Oral.  III.  4 
fin;  III.  6;  de  synod.  48,  49;  frequently  as  in  Oral.  I.  6 1,  the  language  is  paradox 
ical    to    the    verge    of   absurdity)    expressed    a  merely  nominal  distinction  between 
Father    and    Son.    According    to    this,  He  is  either  identical  with  the  Father,  or  a 
part    of   the    Father's    substance,    or    an   attribute    of   God,    or  a  kind  of  pendicle 
which    has    emanated    from    the    Father;    but    all    these  modes  of  conception  were 
considered  at  the  time  to  be  "  Sabellian  " :  they  were  condemned  already.  In  order 
to  escape  them  or  rather  because  he  himself  considered  them  to  be  false,    Athana 
sius  in  the  proper  place  strongly  emphasised  the  idea  that  the  Father  is  the  entire 
monad,    that    He    is    the    <zpx*j  for  the  Son  too,  that  it  is  in  fact  the  ousia  of  the 
Father    which  the  Son  has  received,  that  thus  the  conception  of  the  Father  as  the 
sole    ©fo?    TrxvToxpxTwp    maintains    the   unity  of  the  Godhead.     The  Father  is  the 
/u/*    xpxj    (Orat.   IV.    i) ;  there  are  not  two  or  three  Fathers  (III.   15);  there  is  'fa 
sl$o$    6e6r^ro^    which    is  the  Father,  but  TO  fJSoi;  TOVTO  etrrt  xxi  ev  T&  viZ  (1.  c.) ; 
the   Father    is  6  ®e6$.  He  alone  is  otlno^  6  ®e6^  He  alone  is  the  unbegotten  God 
(Expos,    fid.    I) ;    the  Son  is  a  ygwjj/ita,  even  though  He  has  not  come  into  being. 
Accordingly    the    Father    is    sufficient    for    Himself  (Orat.  II.  41),  and  $  olo-ict  rov 
Trxrpji;    Sffiv    xpx^l    xxi    f'^x    x.xl  Tijyjj  rov  viov.     The  "^/Kccf/avo; "  does  not  thus 
include    any    absolute  co-ordination.  According  to  Athanasius  all  men  are  opoovirioi 
relatively  to  each  other,  because  they  are  ofioyevt'is  and  6fj.ofyvti$  (de  synod.  52  sq,) 
and    yet    spite    of  this  we  find  amongst  them  superiority  and  subordination.     The 
same    is   the  case  here.  Athanasius  maintains  the  inseparable  unity  of  substance  of 
Father    and    Son,    the    unity    of  the  Godhead;  but  this  idea  is  for  him  applicable 
only    in    virtue  of  another,  according  to  which  the  Father  has  everything  of  Him 
self  while  the  Son  has  everything  from  the  Father.     Father  and  Son,  according  to 
Athanasius,    are    not  co-ordinate  equal  substances,  but  rather  one  single  substance, 
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(4)  The  language  used  of  Christ  in  Scripture  to  express  what  is 
human  and  belonging  to  the  creature,  has,  always  and  only,  refer 
ence  to  the  human  nature  which  He  took  upon  Him  in  order  to  re 
deem  men.  Since  He  who  is  by  nature  God  took  upon  Him  a  body 
in  order  to  unite  with  Himself  what  is  by  nature  man  in  order  that 
the  salvation  and  deification  of  man  might  be  surely  accomplished, 
He  also  along  with  the  body  took  to  Himself  human  feelings.  So 
complete,  however,  is  the  identity  of  the  humanity  of  Christ  with 
the  nature  of  humanity  as  a  whole  that  we  may,  according  to 
Athanasius,  refer  the  statements  of  Scripture  as  to  a  special 
endowment  and  exaltation  of  Christ,  to  the  whole  humanity.  ' 
Complete  too,  however,  was  the  union  of  the  Son  of  God  with 
humanity,  which  Athanasius,  like  Arius  up  to  the  time  of  the 
Apollinarian  controversy,  usually  thought  of  as  "  Flesh,"  "vesture 
of  the  Flesh."  Because  the  body  of  the  Logos  was  really  His 
own  body — although  we  must  discard  the  thought  of  variation, 
of  change  :i — and  because  this  union  had  become  already  perfect 
in  Mary's  body,  4  everything  that  holds  good  of  the  flesh  holds 

ivkich  involves  I/LC  distinction  of  zp%-j  and  yewy/ix,  and  thus  of  principle  and 
what  is  deduced^  and  in  this  sense  involves  a  subordination,  which,  however,  is  not 
analogous  to  the  subordination  in  which  the  creature  stands  to  God. 

See  Orat.  I.  41 :  Tifs  xvipuTroTyTOt;  e<mv  y  u^wvi^  /.e.:  not  of  the  humanity 
of  Christ,  but  of  humanity  as  a  whole:  c.  42:  When  Scripture  uses  the  word 
"exxpio-xro-"  in  reference  to  what  God  does  to  Christ,  this  is  not  said  of  the 
Logos,  but  on  our  account :  Si'  vj^a:?  xzi  UT£/I  y/jicav  TOVTO  TTZ^IV  Kepi  XUTOU  ye- 
ypxTfrxi.  Mo-Kef:  yxp  u<;  xvQpctiTrcs  6  Xpiarro^  XTrsQzve  xxi  v^/cliQy,  OVTW$  we,  avQpwx'o<; 
Aeytrzi  Aa(A@aveiv  oirsp  £l%sv  xsi  ut;  ®eot;,  'ivx  et$  VHJ.XI;  fyftxtrYi  x,xi  y  rotavry 
$ote7<rz  %xpti;.  The  human  race  is  thereby  enriched,  c.  43 :  By  our  kinship  with 
the  body  of  Christ  we  too  have  become  a  temple  of  God  and  are  henceforth  made 
sons  of  God,  so  that  already  in  us  the  Lord  is  adored.  "Therefore  hath  God 
also  exalted  Him" — this  signifies  our  exaltation. 

2  So    correctly    Ijaur.     I    have    not    found    Dorner's    statement   that  the  presup 
position    of  a  human  soul  occupies  the  background  of  the  whole  view  of  Athana 
sius  "  of  the  incarnation  and  redemption  as  affecting  the  totality  of  man  "  (op.  cit.  I. 
P-  957)    to  be  supported  by  evidence.     P'rom  what  is  alleged  by  Dorner  it  merely 
follows    that  Athanasius  did  not  reflect  on  the  subject.     Baur,  however,  meanwhile 
goes    too    far    when    he    expresses    the  opinion  that  Athanasius  designedly  left  the 
human    soul    of    Christ    out  of  account;  on  the  contrary,  by  the  term  "Flesh"  he 
understood   the  whole  substance  of  man,  (see  Orat.  III.  30)  and  did  not  feel  there 
was  any  necessity  for  studying  the  question  as  to  the  position  occupied  by  the  soul. 

3  Orat.  IV.  31. 

<    Orat    IV.  32-34. 
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good  of  the  Logos  also,  and  this  is  true  of  all  sufferings  even, — 
although  He  was  not  affected  by  them  so  far  as  His  Godhead 

o  * 

is  concerned,  ' — and  Mary  is  the  mother  of  God.  Athanasius 
also  refers  to  the  incarnate  Logos  the  locus  classicus  of  the 
Arians,  Prov.  VIII.  22,  23,  "  with  which  Eustathius  of  Antioch 
likewise  occupied  himself. 3  Finally,  Athanasius  spoke  also  of  a 
TrpoxoTry  or  progress  in  reference  to  the  incarnate  Logos,  of  an 
increase  in  the  manifestation  of  God  in  the  body  of  Christ,  by 
which  he  means  that  the  flesh  was  more  and  more  completely 
irradiated  by  the  Godhead :  TO  avtipdnrivov  iv  ry  voQ'ux,  TrpolxoTrrsv,* 
(the  human  advanced  in  wisdom). 

How  are  the  two  mutually  opposed  doctrines  to  be  judged 
from  the  standpoint  of  history,  of  reason,  and  of  the  Gospel? 
Each  party  charged  the  other  with  holding  doctrines  which 
involved  contradictions,  and,  what  is  of  more  consequence, 
they  mutually  accused  each  other  of  apostasy  from  Christianity, 
although  the  Arians  never  advanced  this  charge  with  such 
energy  as  the  opposite  party.  We  have  first  of  all  to  ascertain 
definitely  how  much  they  had  in  common.  Religion  and  doc 
trine  are  with  both  thoroughly  fused  together, s  and,  indeed, 
formally  considered,  the  doctrine  is  the  same  in  both  cases, 
i.e.,  the  fundamental  conceptions  are  the  same.  The  doctrine 
of  the  pre-existent  Christ,  who  as  the  pre-existent  Son  of  God 
is  Logos,  Wisdom,  and  world-creating  Power  of  God.  seems 
to  constitute  the  common  basis.  Together  with  this  both  have 
a  common  interest  in  maintaining  the  unity  of  God  and  in 

1    Orat.  I.  45,  III.  30-33. 

*  Almost  the  whole  second  oration  against  the  Arians  is  devoted  to  the  task 
of  refuting  the  use  made  by  them  of  this  passage. 

s    Theodoret,  H.  E.  I.  8 

4  Orat.    III.  53:  AU£XVOVTO$  ev  yhixiK  roS  a-u/^xrot;,  <TVve7r£$i$OTO  ev  xt/rSi  xxi  y 

(pxvspwa-n; ...  TO  xvQpwirivov  Trpoexovrev,  inrepxvxfixlvov  XXT'  oA/ycv  TJJV 
yv  tyvtriv  xxt  deovotoviJ.evov  xxi  'opyxvov  rif?  crotyixs  vpot;  ryv  ivgfyttetv  rye; 
x«(  TIJV  'exhxfj.'biv  xiiryi;  Iyev6/tevov, 

5  Both  thus  occupy  the  stage  of  development  which  was  described  in  Vol.  III., 
pp.   113 — 118.  We  may  say  meanwhile,  and  what  follows  will  prove  it,  that  the  fusion 
of  a  theoretical  doctrine  with  religion  was  more  thorough  in  the  case  of  Arianism 
than  with  Athanasius. 
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making  a  sharp  distinction  between  Creator  and  creature. 
Finally,  both  endeavour  to  base  their  doctrines  on  Scripture 
and  at  the  same  time  claim  to  have  tradition  on  their  side,  as 
is  evident  in  the  case  of  Arius  from  the  introduction  to  the 
Thalia.  Both  are,  however,  convinced  that  the  final  word  lies 
with  Scripture  and  not  with  tradition. 

I.  We  cannot  understand  Arianism  unless  we  consider  that 
it  consists  of  two  entirely  disparate  parts.  It  has,  first  of  all, 
a  Christ  who  gradually  becomes  God,  who  therefore  develops 
more  and  more  in  moral  unity  of  feeling  with  God,  progresses 
and  attains  his  perfection  by  the  divine  grace.  This  Christ  is 
the  Saviour,  in  so  far  as  he  has  conveyed  to  us  the  divine 
doctrine  and  has  given  us  an  example  of  goodness  perfectly 
realised  in  the  exercise  of  freedom.  When  Arius  calls  this 
Christ  Logos  it  appears  as  if  he  did  this  by  way  of  accommoda 
tion.  The  conception  of  Arius  here  is  purely  Adoptian.  But, 
secondly,  with  this  is  united  a  metaphysic  which  has  its  basis 
solely  in  a  cosmology  and  has  absolutely  no  connection  with 
soteriology.  This  metaphysic  is  dominated  by  the  thought  of 
the  antithesis  of  the  one,  inexpressible  God,  a  God  remote  from 
the  world,  and  the  creature.  The  working-out  of  this  thought 
accordingly  perfectly  corresponds  with  the  philosophical  ideas 
of  the  time  and  with  the  one  half  of  the  line  of  thought 
pursued  by  Origen.  In  order  that  a  creation  may  become 
possible  at  all,  a  spiritual  being  must  first  be  created  which 
can  be  the  means  whereby  a  spiritual-material  world  can  be 
created.  This  cannot  be  the  divine  reason  itself,  but  only  the 
most  complete  image  of  the  divine  reason  stamped  on  a  created, 
freely  acting,  independent  being.  With  this  we  have  arrived 
at  the  Neo-platonic  origination.  Whether  in  order  to  find  a 
means  of  transition  to  the  world  we  are  to  speak  of  "God, 
the  essential  vcu;  of  God,  the  created  Logos,"  or  "God,  the 
created  Logos,  the  world-spirit,"  or  are  to  arrange  the  terms  in 
some  other  way,  is  pretty  much  a  matter  of  indifference,  and 
to  all  appearance  Arius  laid  little  stress  on  this.  It  is  the 
philosophical  triad,  or  duad,  such  as  we  meet  with  in  Philo, 
Numenius,  Plotinus  etc.  These  created  beings  which  mediate 
between  God  and  the  creature  are,  however,  according  to  Arius, 
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to  be  adored,  i.e.,  it  is  only  as  a  cosmologist  that  he  is  a  strict 
monotheist,  while  as  a  theologian  he  is  a  polytheist.  This  again 
perfectly  corresponds  to  the  dominant  Hellenic  view.  Arius  in 
fact  occupies  a  place,  so  to  speak,  on  the  extreme  left,  for  the 
energetic  way  in  which  he  emphasises  the  thought  that  the 
second  ousia  has  been  created  out  of  the  free  will  of  God, 
that  it  is  foreign  to  the  substance  of  God,  that  as  a  creaturely 
substance  it  is  capable  of  change  and  definable,  and,  above  all, 
the  express  assertion  that  this  "Logos"  and  '"Son"  is  "Logos" 
and  "Son"  merely  nominally,  that  in  no  sense  whatever  is  an 
emanation  or  anything  of  that  kind  to  be  thought  of  here,  but 
simply  a  creation,  is  surprising  even  in  the  sphere  of  Hellenic 
philosophy.  That  this  created  Logos  which  made  possible  the 
further  creation  has  appeared  in  Jesus  Christ  and  has  in  human 
vesture  developed  into  God  and  has  therefore  not  been  lowered, 
but  on  the  contrary  has  been  exalted  by  His  being  man,  is 
accordingly  what  constitutes  the  uniting  thought  between  the 
two  parts  of  the  system. 

In  the  other  case,  as  here,  the  expressions  "  pre-existent  Son 
of  God,"  "Logos,"  "Wisdom"  are  plainly  only  an  accom 
modation.  They  are  unavoidable,  but  not  necessary,  in  fact 
they  create  difficulties.  It  clearly  follows  from  this,  however, 
that  the  doctrine  of  Origen  does  not  constitute  the  basis  of 
the  system — in  so  far  as  its  Christology  is  concerned — and  that 
what  it  has  in  common  with  the  orthodox  system  is  not  what 
is  really  characteristic  of  it,  but  is  on  the  contrary  what  is 
secondary.  The  Arian  doctrine  has  its  root  in  Adoptianism,  in 
the  doctrine  of  Lucian  of  Samosata, '  as  is  proved,  above  all,  by 
the  strong  emphasis  laid  on  the  creaturehood  of  the  Redeemer 
and  by  the  elimination  of  a  human  soul.  We  know  what 
signification  this  had  for  Origen.  Where  it  is  wanting  we  can 
no  longer  speak  of  Origenism  in  the  full  meaning  of  the  word. 
But  it  is  correct  that  the  cosmological -causal  point  of  view  of 
Origen,  this  one  side  of  his  complicated  system,  was  appropriated 

1  See  above  p.  3,  and  in  addition  Athan.  Orat.  III.  51  :  The  view  of  Lucian 
of  Samosata  is  the  idea  of  the  pure  creaturehood  and  humanity  of  the  Redeemer 
o  ry  (lev  SvvxiJ.li  xxi  v[j,e7$  (pfoveHre,  TOJ  St  dvopxri  /tovcv  xpvs'terSe  Six  TOt/t;  xv&pwTrav^. 
This  is  no  mere  trick  of  logic,  although  the  alleged  motive  of  the  correction  of  the 
Adoptianist  doctrine  is  assuredly  incorrectly  described. 
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by  Arius,  that  is  by  Lucian.  Meanwhile  it  has  to  be  added  that 
it  was  not  peculiar  to  Origen.  He  made  an  effort  to  get  beyond 
it;  he  balanced  the  causal-cosmological  point  of  view,  according 
to  which  the  Logos  is  a  heavenly  jcr/V^,*,  by  the  soteriological, 
according  to  which  He  is  the  essential  and  recognisable  image 
of  the  Father,  which  constitutes  an  essential  unity  with  the 
Father.  Of  this  there  is  nothing  in  Arius. l 

Arianism  is  a  new  doctrine  in  the  Church ;  it  labours  under 
quite  as  many  difficulties  as  any  other  earlier  Christological 
doctrine ;  it  is,  finally,  in  one  important  respect,  really  Hellenism 
which  is  simply  tempered  by  the  constant  use  of  Holy  Scripture. 
It  is  a  new  doctrine ;  for  not  only  is  the  frank  assertion  of  the 
creaturehood  and  changeableness  of  the  Logos  in  this  sharply 
defined  form,  new,  spite  of  Origen,  Dionysius  Alex.,  Pierius  and 
so  on,  but,  above  all,  the  emphatic  rejection  of  any  essential 
connection  of  the  Logos  with  the  Father.  The  images  of  the 
source  and  the  brook,  the  sun  and  the  light,  the  archetype  and 
the  type,  which  are  almost  of  as  old  standing  in  the  Church  as 
the  Logos-doctrine  itself,  are  here  discarded.  This,  however, 
simply  means  that  the  Christian  Logos-  and  Son-of-God-doctrine 
has  itself  been  discarded.  Only  the  old  names  remain.  But  new 
too,  further,  is  the  combination  of  Adoptianism  with  the  Logos- 
cosmology,  and  if  the  idea  of  two  distinct  Logoi  and  two  Wis 
doms  is  not  exactly  new,  it  is  a  distinction  which  had  never 
before  this  been  permitted. 

Athanasius  exposed  the  inner  difficulties  and  contradictions, 
and  in  almost  every  case  we  may  allow  that  he  has  right  on 
his  side.  A  son  who  is  no  son,  a  Logos  who  is  no  Logos,  a 
monotheism  which  nevertheless  does  not  exclude  polytheism, 
two  or  three  ousias  which  are  to  be  revered,  while  yet  only 
one  of  them  is  really  distinct  from  the  creatures,  an  indefinable 
being  who  first  becomes  God  by  becoming  man  and  who  is 
yet  neither  God  nor  man,  and  so  on.  In  every  single  point 
we  have  apparent  clearness  while  all  is  hollow  and  formal,  a 
boyish  enthusiasm  for  playing  with  husks  and  shells,  and  a 

1  We  do  not  know  whether  or  not  Arius  appealed  to  Origen.  The  later  Arians 
undoubtedly  quoted  him  in  support  of  their  views;  they  seem,  however,  to  have 
appealed  most  readily  to  Dionysius  of  Alex.  See  Athan.  de  sentent.  Dionysii. 
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childish  self-satisfaction  in  the  working  out  of  empty  syllogisms.  l 
This  had  not  been  learned  from  Origen,  who  always  had  facts 
and  definite  ends  in  view  when  he  speculated. 

But  all  this  might  be  put  up  with  if  only  this  doctrine  were  in 
any  way  designed  to  shew  how  communion  with  God  is  arrived 
at  through  Christ.  This  is  what  we  must  necessarily  demand ; 
for  what  the  ancient  Church  understood  by  "redemption"  was 
in  part  a  physical  redemption  of  a  very  questionable  kind,  and 
it  would  not  necessarily  have  been  anything  to  be  regretted  if 
anyone  had  emancipated  himself  from  this  "  redemption."  But 
one  has  absolutely  nowhere  the  impression  that  Arius  and  his 
friends  are  in  their  theology  concerned  with  communion  with 
God.  Their  doctrina  de  Christo  has  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  this  question.  The  divine  which  appeared  on  earth  is  not 
the  Godhead,  but  one  of  its  creations.  God  Himself  remains 
unknown.  Whoever  expresses  adherence  to  the  above  proposi 
tions  and  does  this  with  unmistakable  satisfaction,  stands  up 
for  the  unique  nature  of  God,  but  does  this,  however,  only  that 
he  may  not  endanger  the  uniformity  of  the  basis  of  the  world, 
and  otherwise  is  prepared  to  worship  besides  this  God  other 
"Gods"  too,  creatures  that  is;  whoever  allows  religion  to  dis 
appear  in  a  cosmological  doctrine  and  in  veneration  for  a  heroic 
teacher,  even  though  he  may  call  him  "  perfect  creature," 
y.TiT/&»  TfAf/cv,  and  revere  in  him  the  being  through  whom  this 
world  has  come  to  be  what  it  is,  is,  so  far  as  his  religious  way 
of  thinking  is  concerned,  a  Hellenist,  and  has  every  claim  to  be 
highly  valued  by  Hellenists.  " 

The  admission  that  the  Arians  succeeded  in  getting  a  grasp 
of  certain  features  in  the  historical  Christ  presented  to  us  by 
the  New  Testament,  cannot  in  any  way  alter  this  judgment. 
In  this  matter  they  were  far  superior  to  their  opponents ;  but 
they  were  absolutely  unable  to  make  any  religious  use  of  what 
they  perceived.  They  speak  of  Christ  as  Paul  of  Samosata 
does,  but  by  foisting  in  behind  the  Christ  who  was  exalted  to 
be  Lord,  the  half  divine  being,  logos-creature,  K^yog-xrifffAX, 

1  See  the  tractate  of  Aetius  preserved  in  Epiphanius  j  but  the  older  Arians  had 
already  acted  in  the  same  way. 

*  There  are  some  good  remarks  on  Arianism  in  Kaufmann,  Deutsche  Geschichte  T., 
pp.  232,  234;  also  in  Richter,  Westrom.  Reich,  p.  537. 
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they  deprived  the  most  valuable  knowledge  they  had  of  all 
practical  value.  Paul  could  say  in  a  general  way:  rx  xparcv- 
pev»  TV  AcVw  rye  <pv>r£uz  c-jx.  e%si  sTrtzivov  TX  Ss  y^7ei  Qitixz 
xpetTOVftevot  uirepxtvs'iToti  (what  was  accomplished  by  the  Logos 
of  nature  deserves  no  praise,  but  what  was  accomplished  in  the 
state  of  love  is  to  be  praised  exceedingly).  Such  a  statement 
was  made  impossible  for  the  Arians  by  the  introduction  of 
cosmological  speculation.  What  dominates  Paul's  whole  view 
of  the  question  — namely,  the  thought  that  the  unity  of  love  and 
feeling  is  the  most  abiding  unity,  scarcely  ever  finds  an  echo 
amongst  the  Arians,  for  it  is  swallowed  up  by  that  philosophy 
which  measures  worth  by  duration  in  time  and  thinks  of  a 
half-eternal  being  as  being  nearer  God  than  a  temporal  being 
who  is  filled  with  the  love  of  God.  We  cannot  therefore 
finally  rate  very  high  the  results  of  the  rational  exegesis  of 
christological  passages  as  given  by  the  Arians;  they  do  not 
use  them  to  shew  that  Jesus  was  a  man  whom  God  chose  for 
Himself  or  that  God  was  in  the  man  Jesus,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
in  order  to  prove  that  this  Jesus  was  no  complete  God.  Nor 
can  we  put  a  high  value  on  their  defence  of  monotheism  either, 
for  they  adored  creatures.  What  is  alone  really  valuable,  is  the 
energetic  emphasis  they  lay  on  freedom,  and  which  they  adopted 
from  Origen,  but  even  it  has  no  religious  significance. 

Had  the  Arian  doctrine  gained  the  victory  in  the  Greek- 
speaking  world,  it  would  in  all  probability  have  completely 
ruined  Christianity,  that  is,  it  would  have  made  it  disappear  in 
cosmology  and  morality  and  would  have  annihilated  religion  in 
the  religion.  "  The  Arian  Christology  is  inwardly  the  most  unstable, 
and  dogmatically  the  most  worthless,  of  all  the  Christologies  to 
be  met  with  in  the  history  of  dogma." '  Still  it  had  its  mission. 
The  Arians  made  the  transition  from  heathenism  to  Christianity 
easier  for  the  large  numbers  of  the  cultured  and  half-cultured 
whom  the  policy  of  Constantine  brought  into  the  Church.  They 
imparted  to  them  a  view  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  and  of 
Christianity  which  could  present  no  difficulty  to  any  one  at  that 
period.  The  Arian  monotheism  was  the  best  transition  from 
polytheism  to  monotheism.  It  asserted  the  truth  that  there  is 

1    Schultz,  Gottheit  Christi,  p.  65. 
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one  supreme  God  with  whom  nothing  can  be  compared,  and 
thus  rooted  out  the  crude  worship  of  many  gods.  It  con 
structed  a  descending  divine  triad  in  which  the  cultured  were 
able  to  recognise  again  the  highest  wisdom  of  their  philo 
sophers.  It  permitted  men  to  worship  a  demiurge  together  with 
the  primal  substance,  Trpury  ovvix.',  it  taught  an  incarnation 
of  this  demiurge  and,  on  the  other  hand  again,  a  theopoiesis, 
and  was  able  skilfully  to  unite  this  with  the  worship  of  Christ 
in  the  Church.  It  afforded,  in  the  numerous  formulae  which 
it  coined,  interesting  material  for  rhetorical  and  dialectic  exer 
cises.  It  quickened  the  feeling  of  freedom  and  responsibility 
and  led  to  discipline,  and  even  to  asceticism.  And  finally,  it 
handed  on  the  picture  of  a  divine  hero  who  was  obedient 
even  to  death  and  gained  the  victory  by  suffering  and  patience, 
and  who  has  become  a  pattern  for  us.  When  transmitted  along 
with  the  Holy  Scriptures,  it  even  produced  a  living  piety  ' 
amongst  Germanic  Christians,  if  it  also  awakened  in  them  the 
very  idea  to  which  it  had  originally  been  specially  opposed, 
the  idea  of  a  theogony.  What  was  shewn  above — namely, 
that  the  doctrine  was  new,  is  to  be  taken  cum  grano  salts; 
elements  which  were  present  in  the  teaching  of  the  Church 
from  the  very  beginning  got  here  vigorous  outward  expression 
and  became  supreme.  The  approval  the  doctrine  met  with 
shews  how  deeply  rooted  they  were  in  the  Church.  We  cannot 
but  be  astonished  at  the  first  glance  to  find  that  those  who 
sought  to  defend  the  whole  system  of  Origen  partly  sided  with 
Arius  and  partly  gave  him  their  patronage.  But  this  fact  ceases 
to  be  striking  so  soon  as  we  consider  that  the  controversy 
very  quickly  became  so  acute  as  to  necessitate  a  decision  for 
or  against  Arius.  But  the  Origenists,  moreover,  had  a  very 
strong  antipathy  to  everything  that  in  any  way  suggested 
"  Sabellianism  " ;  for  Sabellianism  had  no  place  for  the  pursuit 
of  Hellenic  cosmological  speculation,  i.e.,  of  scientific  theology. 
Their  position  with  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  Athanasius  was 
thereby  determined.  They  would  rather  have  kept  to  their  rich 
supply  of  musty  formulae,  but  they  were  forced  to  decide  for  Arius. 

1    The    figure   of  Ulfilas  vouches  for  this;  his  confession  of  faith  (Halm.  §  126) 
is  the  only  Arian  one  which  is  not  polemical. 
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II.  Nothing  can  more  clearly  illustrate  the  perverse  state  of 
the  problem  in  the  Arian-Athanasian  controversy  than  the 
notorious  fact  that  the  man  who  saved  the  character  of  Chris 
tianity  as  a  religion  of  living  fellowship  with  God,  was  the  man 
from  whose  Christology  almost  every  trait  which  recalls  the 
historical  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  erased.  Athanasius  undoubt 
edly  retained  the  most  important  feature — namely,  that  Christ 
promised  to  bring  men  into  fellowship  with  God.  But  while  he 
subordinated  everything  to  this  thought  and  recognised  in 
redemption  a  communication  of  the  divine  nature,  he  reduced 
the  entire  historical  'account  given  of  Christ  to  the  belief  that 
the  Redeemer  shared  in  the  nature  and  unity  of  the  Godhead 
itself,  and  he  explained  everything  in  the  Biblical  documents 
in  accordance  with  this  idea.1  That  which  Christ  is  and  is  for 
us,  is  the  Godhead ;  in  the  Son  we  have  the  Father,  and  in 
what  the  Son  has  brought,  the  divine  is  communicated  to  us. 
This  fundamental  thought  is  not  new,  and  it  corresponds  with 
a  very  old  conception  of  the  Gospel.  It  is  not  new,  for  it  was 
never  wanting  in  the  Church  before  the  time  of  Athanasius. 
The  Fourth  Gospel,  Ignatius,  Irenaeus,  Methodius,  the  so-called 
Modalism  and  even  the  Apologists  and  Origen — not  to  mention 
the  Westerns — prove  this;  for  the  Apologists,  and  Origen  too, 
in  what  they  say  of  the  Logos,  emphasised  not  only  His  dis 
tinction  from  the  Father,  but  also  His  unity  with  the  Father. 
The  Samosatene  had  also  laid  the  whole  emphasis  on  the  unity, 
although  indeed  he  was  not  understood.2  But  not  since  the  days 
in  which  the  Fourth  Gospel  was  written  do  we  meet  with  any- 

1  Anyone,    on  the  other  hand,  who,  like  Anus,  held  to  the  idea  of  a  developing 
and    struggling  Christ  was  not  able  to  conceive  of  Him  as  Redeemer,  but  only  as 
teacher  and  example.  This  was  the  situation:  the  Bible  accounts  of  Christ  did  not 
favour  and  establish  the  sole  idea  which  was  held  at  the  time  regarding  fellowship 
with  God  and  redemption,  but,  on  the  contrary,  they  interfered  with  it. 

2  Athanasius  always  appealed  to  the  collective  testimony  of  the  Church  in  support 
of    the  doctrine  which  he   defended.  In  the  work,  de  decret,  25  sq.,  he  shews  that 
the  words  ex  r^t;  ova-ton;  and  6poov<rto$  were  not  discovered  by  the  Nicene  Fathers, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  had  been  handed  down  to  them.  He  appeals  to  Theognostus,  to 
the    two    Dionysii    and    Origen,    to  the  latter  with  the  reservation  that  in  his  case 
it    is    necessary    to    distinguish    between  what  he  wrote  'yv^varnxui;  and  what  he 
wrote    of   a    positive    character.     It    is    one    of   the  few  passages  in  which  he  has 
thought  of  Origen. 
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one  with  whom  the  conviction  is  so  definite,  thought  out  with 

o 

such  an  assurance  of  victory,  expressed  so  strongly  and  so 
simply,  and  of  such  an  absolute  kind,  as  it  is  with  Athana- 
sius.  All  the  rest  by  introducing  qualifying  thoughts  in  some 
way  or  other,  brought  an  element  of  uncertainty  into  their 
feeling  of  its  truth,  and  impaired  its  strength.  That  in  the  age 
of  Constantine  during  the  greatest  revolution  which  the  Church 
has  experienced  and  which  was  so  fraught  with  consequences, 
the  faith  represented  by  Athanasius  was  confessed  with  such 
vigour,  is  what  saved  the  Christian  Church.  Its  faith  would 
probably  have  got  entirely  into  the  hands  of  the  philosophers, 
its  confession  would  have  become  degraded  or  would  have  been 
turned  into  an  imperial  official  decree  enjoining  the  worship  of 
the  "clear-shining  Godhead",  if  Athanasius  had  not  been  there 
and  had  not  helped  those  who  shared  his  views  to  make  a 
stand  and  inspired  them  with  courage. 

But  at  the  beginning  of  the  Fourth  Century  the  form  of  ex 
pression  for  the  belief  in  the  unity  of  the  eternal  Godhead  and 
its  appearance  in  Jesus  Christ  was  already  sketched  out.  It 
was  as  little  allowable  to  think  of  a  unity  of  living  feeling,  of 
will  and  aim  alone,  as  of  the  perfect  identification  of  the  persons. 
The  doctrines  of  the  pre-existing  Son  of  God,  of  the  eternal 
Logos,  but,  above  all,  the  view  that  everything  valuable  is 
accomplished  in  the  nature  only,  of  which  feeling  and  will  are 
an  annex,  were  firmly  established.  Athanasius  in  making  use 
of  these  presuppositions  in  order  to  express  his  faith  in  the 
Godhead  of  Christ,  i.e.,  in  the  essential  unity  of  the  Godhead 
in  itself  with  the  Godhead  manifested  in  Christ,  fell  into  an 
abyss  of  contradictions. 

Unquestionably  the  old  Logos  doctrine  too,  and  also  Arianism, 
strike  us  to-day  as  being  full  of  contradictions,  but  it  was 
Athanasius  who  first  arrived  at  the  contradictio  in  adjecto  in  the 
full  sense  of  the  phrase.  That  the  Godhead  is  a  numerical 
unity,  but  that  nevertheless  Son  and  Father  are  to  be  dis 
tinguished  within  this  unity  as  two — this  is  his  view.  He  teaches 
that  there  is  only  one  unbegotten  principle,  but  that  never 
theless  the  Son  has  not  come  into  being.  He  maintains  that 
the  Divine  in  Christ  is  the  eternal  "Son",  but  that  the  Son 
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is  as  old  as  the  Father.  This  Son  is  not  to  be  thought  of 
either  as  created,  or  as  an  attribute  of  God,  or  as  an  emana 
tion  or  a  part  of  God,  and  is  therefore  something  wholly  in 
definable.  The  thought  of  a  theogony  is  rejected  as  emphati 
cally  as  that  of  a  creation,  and  yet  the  thought  of  an  active 
attribute  is  not  in  any  sense  to  be  entertained.  The  Father  is 
perfect  for  Himself  and  is  sufficient  for  Himself;  indeed,  although 
Father  and  Son  have  one  substance,  in  the  sense  of  a  single 
nature,  in  common,  still  the  Father  alone  is  "the  God",  and 
is  the  principle  and  root  of  the  Son  also.  Quot  verba,  tot 
scandala ! 

Whatever  involves  a  complete  contradiction  cannot  be  correct, 
and  everyone  is  justified  in  unsparingly  describing  the  contra 
diction  as  such.  This  the  Arians  sufficiently  did,  and  in  so  far 
as  they  assumed  that  a  contradiction  cannot  be  seriously 
accepted  by  anyone,  and  that  therefore  the  view  of  Athanasius 
must  at  bottom  be  Sabellian,  they  were  right.  Two  generations 
and  more  had  to  pass  before  the  Church  could  accustom  itself 
to  recognise  in  the  complete  contradiction  the  sacred  privilege 
of  revelation.  There  was,  in  fact,  no  philosophy  in  existence 
possessed  of  formulae  which  could  present  in  an  intelligible 
shape  the  propositions  of  Athanasius.  What  he  called  at  one 
time  Ousia  and  at  another  Hypostasis,  was  not  an  individual 
substance  in  the  full  sense  of  the  word,  but  still  less  was  it  a 
generic  conception. 

If  anything  is  clear,  it  is  the  fact  that  the  thought  of  Atha 
nasius — namely,  the  unity  of  the  Godhead  which  rested  in  and 
appeared  in  Christ,  could  not  be  expressed  under  the  traditional 
presuppositions  of  the  pre-existing  Son  of  God  and  the  personal 
Logos  existing  from  all  eternity.  We  have  here  to  do  with  the 
most  important  point  in  the  whole  question.  The  very  same  series 
of  ideas  which  created  the  most  serious  difficulties  for  the 
Arians  and  which  have  been  shewn  to  occupy  a  secondary  place 
in  their  system,  seriously  hamper  the  doctrinal  utterances  of 
Athanasius;  namely,  the  Logos  doctrine  of  Origen  and  the 
cosmological-metaphysical  conceptions  which  form  the  back 
ground  of  statements  regarding  an  historical  person.  The 
Arians  required  to  have  a  created  being,  created  before  the 
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world,  changeable,  of  the  same  nature  as  men,  for  their  Christ, 
and  had  to  banish  all  other  determinations  from  their  concep 
tion,  and  so  they  could  not  make  use  of  the  Logos  of  Philo 
and  the  Apologists ;  Athanasius  required  a  being  who  was 
absolutely  nothing  else  than  the  Godhead,  and  so  the  Logos 
referred  to  did  not  in  any  sense  fit  in  with  his  doctrine.  In 
both  cases  the  combined  Logos  doctrine  of  Philo  and  Origen 
was  the  disturbing  element.  And  at  bottom, — though  unfortu 
nately  not  actually,  ' — they  both  discarded  it ;  Arius  when  he 
distinguishes  between  the  Logos  nuncnpativus  which  Christ  is, 
and  the  actual  Logos  of  God;  Athanasius  when  he  banishes 
the  world-idea  from  the  content  of  the  substance  which  he 
adores  in  Christ.  In  the  view  of  Arius,  Christ  belongs  in  every 
sense  to  the  world,  i.e.,  to  the  sphere  of  created  things;  in 
that  of  Athanasius  he  belongs  in  every  sense  to  God,  whose 
substance  He  shares. 

Arius  and  Athanasius  both  indeed  occupy  the  standpoint  of 
the  theology  of  Origen  which  no  one  could  now  abandon ;  but 
their  religious  and  theological  interests  do  not  originate  in  it. 
In  the  gnosis  of  Origen  everything  spiritual  stands  to  God  in 
a  two-fold  relation ;  it  is  His  created  work  and  yet  it  is  at  the 
same  time  His  nature.  This  holds  good  in  a  pre-eminent  sense 
of  the  Logos,  which  comprises  all  that  is  spiritual  in  itself  and 
connects  the  graduated  spheres  of  the  spiritual  substances, 
which,  like  it,  have  an  eternal  duration,  with  the  supreme  God 
head.  To  this  idea  corresponds  the  thought  that  the  creatures 
are  free  and  that  they  must  return  from  their  state  of  estrange 
ment  and  their  Fall  to  their  original  source.  Of  this  we  find 
nothing  either  in  Arius  or  in  Athanasius.  In  the  case  of  the 
former,  the  sober  Aristotelian  philosophy  on  the  one  hand 
reacts  against  this  fundamental  thought,  and  on  the  other,  the 
tradition  of  the  Christ  who  is  engaged  in  a  conflict,  who  in 
creases  and  progresses  towards  perfection.  In  the  case  of 

1  They  were  not  able,  and  did  not  dare,  to  discard  it  actually,  because  of 
John  I.  I  f.,  on  account  of  the  Church  tradition,  and  because  of  the  scientific 
views  of  the  time.  As  regards  Athanasius,  we  have  to  keep  in  mind  his  idea  of 
the  Father  as  the  fi^ac  of  the  Son,  and  his  other  idea,  according  to  which  the 
world  was  actually  made  by  the  Son. 
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Athanasius  what  reacts  against  it  is  the  ancient  belief  of  the 
Church  in  the  Father,  the  Almighty  Creator  of  all  things,  and 
in  the  Son  in  whom  the  Father  reveals  Himself  and  has  stooped 
to  hold  fellowship  with  man. 

It  is  thus  not  the  case  that  the  gnosis  of  Origen  was  simply 
halved  between  Arius  and  Athanasius ;  on  the  contrary,  it  under 
went  a  fundamental  correction  in  the  teaching  of  both.  But  it 
was  no  longer  possible  to  avoid  the  '•'•vis  inertia:"  of  the  gnosis 
of  Origen,  the  contrary  formulas  which  were  held  together  by 
the  idea  of  the  Logos-cosmology  as  the  basis  for  Christology.1 
And  now  the  question  was  which  of  the  two  was  to  be  adopted, 
the  Logos-XT  t<r  ftx  or  the  Logos-opoovTia;  formula.  The  former  freed 
from  the  latter  was  indeed  deprived  of  all  soteriological  content, 
but  was  capable  of  intelligent  and  philosophical  treatment — 
namely,  rational-logical  treatment;  the  latter  taken  exclusively, 
even  supposing  that  the  distinction  between  the  Son  and  the 
Father  and  the  superiority  of  the  Father  were  maintained  in 
connection  with  it,  simply  led  to  an  absurdity. 

Athanasius  put  up  with  this  absurdity; 2  without  knowing  it  he 
made  a  still  greater  sacrifice  to  his  faith — the  historical  Christ. 
It  was  at  such  a  price  that  he  saved  the  religious  conviction 
that  Christianity  is  the  religion  of  perfect  fellowship  with  God, 
from  being  displaced  by  a  doctrine  which  possessed  many  lofty 
qualities,  but  which  had  no  understanding  of  the  inner  essence 
of  religion,  which  sought  in  religion  nothing  but  "instruction," 
and  finally  found  satisfaction  in  an  empty  dialectic. 


1  Dionysius  of  Alexandria  was  a  genuine  pupil  of  Origen,  for  he  was  equally 
prepared  to  maintain  the  other  side  of  the  system  of  Origen,  when  his  namesake 
pointed  out  to  him  that  by  his  one-sided  emphasising  of  the  one  side,  he  had  lost  himself 
in  highly  questionable  statements.  Eusebius  of  Csesarea  took  up  the  same  position. 

•  The  Nicene  Creed  sanctioned  it.  One  of  its  most  serious  consequences  was 
that  from  this  time  onward  Dogmatics  were  for  ever  separated  from  clear  thinking 
and  defensible  conceptions,  and  got  accustomed  to  what  was  anti-rational.  The 
anti-rational — not  indeed  at  once,  but  soon  enough — came  to  be  considered  as  the 
characteristic  of  the  sacred.  As  there  was  everywhere  a  desire  for  mysteries,  the 
doctrine  seemed  to  be  the  true  mystery  just  because  it  was  the  opposite  of  the 
clear  in  the  sphere  of  the  profane.  Even  clear-headed  men  like  the  later  members 
of  the  school  of  Antioch  were  no  longer  able  to  escape  from  absurdity.  The 
complete  contradiction  involved  in  the  'O^oov/riof  drew  a  whole  host  of  contra 
dictions  after  it,  the  further  thought  advanced. 
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It  was  intended  that  the  General  Church-Council  which  was 
summoned  by  the  Emperor  to  meet  at  Nicaea  should,  besides 
settling  some  other  important  questions,  compose  the  controversy 
which  already  threatened  to  produce  division  amongst  the 
Eastern  bishops.1  It  met  in  the  year  325,  in  summer  apparently. 
There  were  present  about  300  (250,  270)  bishops,  hardly  so 
many  as  318  as  asserted  by  Athanasius  at  a  later  time;  the 
correctness  of  this  latter  number  is  open  to  suspicion.  The 
West  was  very  poorly  represented ; "  the  Roman  bishop  was 
not  there,  but  he  had  sent  two  presbyters.  The  most  impor 
tant  of  the  Eastern  bishops  were  present.  It  is  not  clear  how 
the  business  was  arranged  and  conducted.  We  do  not  know 
who  presided,  whether  Eustathius,  Eusebius  of  Caesarea,  or 
Hosius.  It  is  undoubted,  however,  that  Hosius  exercised  a  very 
important  influence  in  the  Council.  The  Emperor  at  first  gave 
the  Council  a  free  hand,3  though  he  at  once  put  a  stop  to 
private  wrangling,  and  he  energetically  interfered  at  the  most 
decisive  moment,  and  in  the  character  of  a  theologian  inter 
preted  himself  the  formula  to  be  adopted.4  We  may  assume 
that  at  first  he  reckoned  on  the  possibility  that  the  Council 
would  itself  find  some  formula  of  agreement.  He  had,  however, 
resolved,  under  the  influence  of  Hosius,  that  in  the  case  of 
this  not  being  successfully  carried  out,  he  would  enforce  the 
formula  which  Hosius  had  agreed  upon  with  Alexander.  As 

1  For  the  sources  and  the  literature  referring  to  the  Council  of  Nice  see 
Herzog's  R-Encykl.,  Vol.  X.  2,  p.  530  ff.  The  accounts  are  meagre  and  frequently 
self-contradictory.  We  do  not  yet  possess  an  exhaustive  study  of  the  subject.  In 
what  follows  the  main  points  only  can  be  dealt  with.  I  must  renounce  the  idea 
of  giving  here  the  detailed  reasons  in  support  of  the  views  I  hold.  See  Gwatkin,  p.  36  ff. 

"  No  one  was  present  from  Britain;  though  there  were  probably  bishops  from 
Illyria,  Dacia,  Italy,  Gaul,  Spain,  Africa  and  also  a  Persian  bishop.  Eusebius 
(Vita  III.  8)  compares  the  meeting  with  that  described  in  Acts  II. 

3  Sozom.  I.   18;  we  certainly  cannot  form  any  clear  picture  of  what  took  place 
from  the  account  given  in  this  passage. 

4  This  follows  from  the  letter  of  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  to  his  Church  (Theodoret, 
H.  E.  I.  li),  which  we  may  regard  as  trustworthy  in  connection  with   this  matter. 
Eusebius    there    distinguishes    quite    plainly  two  parties;  (i)  the  party  to  which  he 
himself   belongs    and    (2)    the   party  which  he  introduces  with  "of  it"  (of  $t  vfo- 
(bxo-ei    TYIS   TOV  ifuowfov  9rpco-fi>)x»f5  rjvSe  TJJV  ypxtyyv  TTfTroiyxaciriv,  the  Nicene  Creed 
follows)    and    which  he  does  not  describe  in  more  definite  terms  than  by  " XVTOI" 
(xxi  Sij  rxvrys  ryf  ypxfyys  vir''  XVTUV  v 
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regards  the  composition  of  the  Council,  the  view  expressed  by 
the  Macedonian  Sabinus  of  Heraclea  (Socr.  I.  8),  that  the 
majority  of  the  bishops  were  uneducated,  is  confirmed  by  the 
astonishing  results.  The  general  acceptance  of  the  resolution 
come  to  by  the  Council  is  intelligible  only  if  we  presuppose 
that  the  question  in  dispute  was  above  most  of  the  bishops.1 
Of  the  "cultured"  we  have  to  distinguish  three  parties — namely, 
Arius  and  the  Lucianists,  who  had  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  for 
their  leader;  the  Origenists,  the  most  important  man  amongst 
whom  was  P^usebius  of  Caesarea,  who  was  already  highly 
celebrated ; 2  and  Alexander  of  Alexandria  with  his  following, 
to  which  the  few  Westerns  also  belonged.3  The  Arians  came 
to  the  Council  confident  of  victory;  as  yet  nothing  was  pre 
judged  ;  the  Bishop  of  Nicaea  himself  was  on  their  side  and 
they  had  relations  with  the  Court. 

All  were  apparently  at  one  in  thinking  that  the  Council  could 
not  break  up  without  establishing  a  standard  of  doctrine, 
(Kirns,  (tafyfta.)  Those  in  the  East  possessed  neither  a  uniform 
nor  a  sufficiently  authoritative  symbol  by  which  the  controversy 
could  be  settled.  The  Lucianists  accordingly — who  may  have 
been  about  twenty  in  number,  not  more  at  any  rate — produced, 
after  deliberation,  a  confession  of  faith  which  was  communicated 
by  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  and  embodied  their  doctrine  in  un 
ambiguous  terms.  They  did  this  without  having  previously  come 
to  an  understanding  with  the  Origenists.  This  was  a  tactical 
blunder.  The  great  majority  of  the  bishops  rejected  this  rule 
of  faith  which  was  decisively  in  favour  of  Arianism.4  Even 
the  ''Conservatives"  must  have  been  unpleasantly  affected  by 
the  naked  statement  of  the  Arian  doctrinal  system.  The  sup- 

1  With  the  exception  of  the  bishops  whom  their  contemporaries  and  our  earliest 
informants  have  mentioned  by  name,  there  do  not  seem  to  have  been  any  capable 
men  at  the  Council. 

2  It    is  worthy  of  note  that  Eusebius  in  the  letter  just  cited  does  not  introduce 
the    Arians    as    a    special    party,    but  merely  hints  at  their  existence.     The  middle 
party  stood,  in  fact,  very  near  to  them. 

3  Athanasius    (de  decret.   19  sq.  ad  Afros  5,  6,  de  synod.  33—41)  mixes  up  the 
two  opposition-parties  together. 

4  See  Theodoret  I.  6:  fin.;  he  relies  upon  the  account  of  Eustathius.  In  addition 
Athanas.,  Encycl.  ad  epp.  .-'Egypt  13,  de  decret.  3. 
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porters  of  Arius  were  now  in  the  greatest  perplexity  owing  to 
the  unforeseen  turn  which  events  had  taken.  In  order  to  be  able 
to  keep  their  position  at  the  Council  at  all,  they,  with  the 
exception  of  two  who  remained  firm,  withdrew  this  sketch  of 
their  doctrine,  and  now  made  up  their  minds  to  follow  the  lead 
of  the  Origenists  in  order  to  secure  at  least  something.  Eusebius 
of  Caesarea  now  came  to  the  front.  No  one  was  more  learned 
than  he;  no  one  was  more  intimately  acquainted  with  the 
teaching  of  the  Fathers.  He  had  good  reason  to  hope  that 
he  would  be  able  to  speak  the  decisive  word.  If  there  was  a 
general  conviction  that  in  everything  it  was  necessary  to  abide 
by  the  ancient  doctrine  of  the  Church,  then  there  seemed  to 
be  no  one  more  fitted  to  define  that  ancient  doctrine  than  the 
great  scholar  who  was  also,  moreover,  in  the  highest  favour 
with  the  Emperor.  His  formulae  were,  "the  created  image", 
"the  reflection  originating  in  the  will",  "the  second  God" 
etc.1  He  could,  if  needful,  have  accepted  the  Arian  formulae  ;  those 
of  Alexander  he  could  not  adopt,  for  he  saw  in  them  the 
dreaded  Sabellianism  which  meant  the  death  of  theological 
science.  Eusebius  accordingly  laid  a  creed  before  the  Council.2 
He  was  convinced  that  all  could  and  must  unite  on  the  basis 
supplied  by  it,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  no  better  conciliatory 
formula  could  be  imagined.3  Still  Eusebius  considered  it  neces- 

1    See  the  characteristic  passage  Demonstr.  IV.  3  :  y  /zijv  xl/'yij  ov  XXTX  irpoxipertv 
TOV    4>«TO$  sxAxfiirei.  KXTX  TI  21  r»5;  ou/rixt;  ffvnfiepyx.b$  xx,upiffTt>v.  6  $t  vio$  KXTX. 
K&i  Trpoxipeiriv  eluuv  vTreo-Ttj  TOV  Trxrpof.  @ovi\ti6ei$  'yxp  6  ®ebt;  "/eyovsv  vfav 
xx(  <f>a>s  Sei/Tspov  KXTX  IFKVTX  exvTia  x 


-  According  to  Eustathius  (in  Theodoret  I.  7)  the  creed  of  the  strict  Arians  was 
composed  by  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia;  at  least  I  think  that  it  must  be  the  latter 
who  is  referred  to  in  what  is  said  in  that  passage  :  w;  $£  k^TeHro  rij?  Trio-nut;  6 
Tp6irof,  evxpyijt  fJt.lv  'e'te'y%o$  TO  'ypxfj.fj.x  TVJC  E.vrs@i'ov  irpovfixhteTO  @i\xa-Q>yiJiix$.  eirt 
irxvTuv  SI  xvxyvuirfev  OCUTIXK  trvpQopxv  (j.tv  xfrxi^rov  rtfo  exTpoiriji;  evexx  TQIS 
at'Ttfxo'o/;  irpovj-evet,  xia-%vvtiv  S'xvyxeo-Tov  rca  ypxi^xvTi  vxpet^ev.  It  is  impossible 
that  it  can  be  the  creed  of  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  which  is  referred  to  here,  for  the 
latter  (1.  c.  I.  n)  expressly  notes  that  his  creed  after  having  been  communicated 
to  the  Council  was  substantially  accepted.  Whether  we  have  a  right  to  call  the 
creed  which  he  produced  simply  "  Baptismal  Creed  of  the  Church  of  Caesarea," 
is  to  me  questionable,  judging  from  the  introduction  to  it  given  in  the  letter  to 
his  Church. 

3    The  creed  is  contained  in  the  letter  of  Eusebius  to  his  Church.  See  Theodoret  I.  i  : 

tlf   'ivX     ®£OV     TTXTfpX     ITXVTOXpXTOpX,     TOV     TUV    XKJIVTUV    SpXTUV    Tf    XXI 
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sary  to  tack  on  to  it  an  anti-Sabellian  addition.1  According  to 
Eusebius  the  Creed  was  unanimously  pronounced  orthodox,  2 
still  the  imperial  will  already  made  its  influence  felt  here.  The 
Arians  were  doubtless  well  pleased  to  get  off  on  these  terms. 
But  Alexander  and  his  following  demanded  a  perfectly  plain 
rejection  of  Arianism.  They  went  about  it  in  an  extremely 
adroit  fashion  inasmuch  as  they  accepted  the  basis  of  the  Creed 
of  Caesarea,  but  demanded  that  its  terms  should  be  made  more 
precise.  We  know  from  Eusebius  himself  that  the  Emperor 
sided  with  them,  and  so  far  as  he  was  concerned  resolved  to 
incorporate  in  the  Creed  the  word  "c,u,cov<ricz",  which  was  sug 
gested  to  him  by  Hosius/1  But  the  matter  was  not  settled  by 
the  mere  insertion  of  a  word.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the 
Creed  of  Caesarea  contained  formulae  which  might  favour  the 
Arian  view.  Its  supporters  were  already  put  in  the  position  of 
defendants.  Accordingly,  the  Alexandrian  party  presented  a 
very  carefully  constructed  doctrinal  formula  which  was  repre 
sented  as  being  a  revised  form  of  the  Creed  of  Caesarea4  and 

XOpXTUV      TTOiyTJV,      XXI      Slf     £VX    XVftOV    'IqffOVV    XpltTTOV,    TOV    TOV    ®tOV    Ao'yoV,    ®SOV    fit 

®eov,  <pui;  ex  <£«TO$,  ^uyv  ex  £fti>k,  vlbv  /jiovo'yevy,  irpaiTOTOxov  Trxa-ys  xTt'o-ecat;,  vpb 
•XXVTUV  TUV  xidivuv  ex  TOV  TfXTpo^  'yeyevvy/j.evov,  5;'  ov  xxi  eyeveTO  TX  TTXVTX,  TOV 
dist  TVJV  vi(j.eTepxv  <ruTypixv  <rxpxuSevTX  xxi  ev  xvSpdnroif  ^o^iTevo-x^evov  xxi  TTX^OVTX 

Xxi    XVXfTXVTX    T$    TplTy    Vl-l-fpa    XXl    XVShSoVTX    TTpbi;    TOV    KXTepX    XXI    yj-OVTX    TTXhtV  IV 

36£y  xplvxi  ^HvTXf  xxt  vexpovs,  xxi  ei$  'ev  Trtev/ix  xytov. 

1     TOVTUV    exxo-TOv  elvxi  xxi  V7rxp%etv  Trto-TevovTet;,  irxTepx  xAyStvus  irxTepx,  xxi 
tiibv    xhvitlivus  vi'ov,  Trvev/^x  Te  xytov  xA.y3ivu$  trvev/tx  xyiov,  xxQx  xxi  6  xvpio$  y/jiuv 
huv  ett;  TO  xypvypx  TOVI;  exvTOv  /jixQ^Txt;  Hire'  Matt.  XXVIII.  19  follows. 

TVIS    t/4>'  yit-iuv    ixriitiftit   TJJC  trio-Teat;  oi/Seit;  irapyv  MTi^o'yixt;  roVo;,  <iAA' 


pyeev.  OVTW  Te  xxi  exvTov  Qpovelv  ervvMftok&ytift'   xxi  TxuTy  TOVI;  KXVTX$ 
TiQetrQxt,  vTroypxtyeiv  Te  TOIC,  Soy^xtri  xxi  trv/ifyuve'iv  TOVTOIS  xvToli;  TrxpexeAeveTO  (I.  II). 

3  According  to  Eusebius,  however,  the  Emperor  himself  added  an  interpretation 
of  the  'Opoovnos.     We  read  in  the  letter  of  Eusebius,  immediately  after  the  words 
cited    in    the    foregoing  note:  evbt;  povov  xpoo-f'yypxtyevTOs  WHXTOI;  TOV  'G^oovo-lov, 
S    xxi  XUTOI;   ypij.yvev<re  heyuv  OTI  py  XXTX  O-U/IXTUV  irx&e  heyoiTO  'Oi-toova-iof,  olTe 
XXTX  Sixtpe/riv,  o\jTe  XXTX  TIVX  xTroTOpyv  ex  TOV  irxTpbt;  vTtoa-Tyvxi  .  .  .  Sei'ott;  Se  xxi 
airopptJTOH;    Ao'yo/s    xpoo-yxet   TX  TOIXVTX  voeliv.     The  word  is  thus  only  intended  to 
express  the  mystery! 

4  Eusebius  in  an  ill-concealed  tone  of  reproach  says  ol  Se  (i.e.,  the  Alexandrians) 
•vpoQxo-ei    TYII;    TOV  'Opoovtri'ov  7rpoir8jxt)i;  TJvSe  TY,V  y(x$v,v  (i.e.,  the  Nicene  Creed) 
vreirotyxxo-i,    that    is,    they    have    corrected    my    proposed    creed  not  only  here  but 
in    other  passages  also. 
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in  which  some  think  they  can  recognise,  in  addition  to  the 
contributions  of  the  Alexandrians,  the  hand  of  Eustathius  of 
Antioch  and  of  Makarius  of  Jerusalem.1  (i)  In  place  of  KTTXVTW 
oparuv  etc.,  ("of  all  seen  things  whatsoever"),  there  was  put  by 
preference  TTXVTUV  op&ruv  ("of  all  seen  things"),  in  order  to  ex 
clude  the  creation  of  the  Son  and  Spirit ; "  (2)  in  place  of  the 
Logos  at  the  beginning  of  the  second  article,  the  "Son"  was 
put,  so  that  all  that  follows  refers  to  the  Son;'A  (3)  the  words 
&sov  sx  Qsoii  ("God  of  God")  were  extended  to  yswyQevrat  & 
rov  Trarpbs  [Aovoyevvi  Qsov  sx  Qsou  ("begotten  of  the  Father  only 
begotten  God  of  God"),  but  in  the  final  discussion,  however, 
between  f&ovoysvij  and  Qsdv  the  words  TOUT'  tVr/v  sx  rqt;  ovtriaz 
rov  Trarpds  ("that  is  of  the  substance  of  the  Father")  were 
further  inserted,  because  it  was  observed  that  otherwise  the 
opposition  party  might  be  able  to  put  their  doctrine  into  the 
proposition;4  (4)  the  unsatisfactory  descriptions  £o>»jy  sx  %uy? 
("life  of  life"),  TrpuToroxov  Trdfftie  XTITSUS  ("the  first-born  of  every 
creature"),  Trpb  TTUVTUV  al&vuv  sx  rou  Trurpoq  yeyevvyfAevov  ("be 
gotten  of  the  Father  before  all  ages"),  before  §/'  ou,  etc.,  were 
deleted,  and  in  their  place  the  following  was  put :  ®sbv  at. 
£x  Qsov  xfajQivou,  yfvvt]$evr#t  ov  iroiyQzvT&i  ^C  cv  r&  frdwru, 
("true  God  of  true  God,  begotten,  not  made,  by  whom  all 
things  were ").  At  this  point,  however,  a  further  insertion  was 
made,  and  this  once  more  in  the  course  of  the  discussion  itself, 5 
at  what  too  was  not  at  all  a  suitable  place — namely,  after 
"  Troths  VTX  "  ("made"),  the  words  oftoovtriov  ry  Tnxrpl  ("  of  the 
same  substance  with  the  Father"),  because  it  was  observed  that 
none  of  the  other  terms  excluded  the  Arian  evasions;  (5)  the 
indefinite  sv  avQpuiroif  TrofarfVffeifisvQV  ("  having  lived  amongst 
men")  was  replaced  by  the  definite  'ev&v6pU7ri<j<ravTa  ("having 

1    See  Hort.,  1.  c.,  p.  59  and  my  article  in  Herzog,  R.-Encyklop.,  Vol.  VIII.,  p.  214  ff. 
•    See  Gwatkin,  p.  41. 

3  The    "Logos"    is  wholly  absent  from  the  Nicene  Creed;  after  what  has  been 
adduced    above  this  will  cause  as  little  astonishment  as  the  fact  that  neither  Atha- 
nasians  nor  Arians  took  any  offence  at  its  exclusion. 

4  See    on  this  what  is  told  us  by  Athanasius,  1.  c.    The  clumsy  position  of  the 
words    which    mutilate    the  conception  /zevoyevij  ©eov,  further  proves  that  they  are 
an  insertion  made  at  the  very  last. 

5  See  Athanasius,  1.  c. 
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become  incarnate");  and  (6)  finally,  in  order  to  exclude  all 
ambiguity,  the  condemnation  of  the  Arian  catchwords  was 
added  on  to  this.1 

The  opposition  parties  did  not  yield  without  debates,  in  which 
the  Emperor  himself  took  part.2  We  do  not  know  the  details 
of  the  discussions,  but  we  gather  from  the  accounts  of  Athana- 
sius  that  the  Eusebians  made  still  further  proposals  of  a  concili 
atory  kind  and  attempted  to  produce  new  catchwords/'  The 
nature  of  their  objections  to  the  Alexandrian  outline  of  doctrine 
may  be  gathered  from  the  irenic  explanation  which  Eusebius 
gave  to  his  Church  in  Caesarea  as  well  as  from  the  objec 
tions  which  later  on  were  brought  against  the  Nicene  Creed. 
They  fought  against  Hz  rye  owlxi;  ("of  the  substance")  and 
oftoovncg  because  (i)  they  believed  they  saw  in  these  words  a 
materialising  of  the  Godhead,  which  made  it  a  composite  sub 
stance  comprising  emanations  or  parts;  because  (2)  they  could 
not  help  seeing  in  the  opoounos  a  Sabellian  definition  too,  and 
because  (3)  the  words  did  not  occur  in  Holy  Scripture.  This 
last  reason  was  specially  decisive.  In  many  parts  of  the  Church 
there  was  still  a  shrinking  from  the  definite  adoption  of  un- 
biblical  terms  for  the  expression  of  the  Faith.4  In  addition  to 

1  The  doctrinal  formula  in  accordance  with  this  was  worded  as  follows.     (The 
differences  above  discussed  between  it  and  the  Creed  of  Ctesarea  are  to  be  explained 
as    the    result    of    the  influence  exercised  by  the  Jerusalem  and  Antiocliian  Creed). 
The    textual  proofs  are  enumerated  in  Walch,  Bibl.  symb.,  p.  75  sq.,  Hahn,  §  73, 
74,    and    Hort.    1.  c.; — slight    variations    occur — :  nia-revopev  fit;  evx  ®ebv  TTXTepx 

TTXVTOXpXTOpX,      KXVTUV      OpXTUV      T£      KXi    XOpXTCliV    TTCOJTlj'y,    XXI    fit;    evX    XVplOV    'l^ffOVV 

Xp;o"rc'v,  TOV  vlbv  TOV  ®eov,  'yivvyQsvTx  ex,  TOV  irxTpot;  /tovoyevy — rot/r'  STTIV  ex  TVJ^ 
ovirtxi;  TOV  Trxrpot; — ®ec-j  ex  ®eov,  (put;  ex  QHIITOS,  ®eov  xhyQivbv  ex  ®eov  xhtfQtvov, 
ysvvyQevra  ov  TTOI^SVTX — Ofj-oova-iov  TW  Trxrpi — Si'  ou  rx  TTXVTX  eyevero,  TX  Se  ev 
TW  oi/pxvu  xat  TX  ev  TV,  yy,  TOV  Si'  YIIJ.XI;  rot/;  xvQpuTrout;  xxi  Six  Tyv  ^fttrtfcev 
rwTypixv  xxTehQovTX  xxi  ffxpxuQevTX^  evxvUpcairya-x-jTx..  TrxQdvTx,  xxi  XVX<TTXVTX  ry 
TpiTy  YiiJ.epa^  x-jeh$6vTx  tic,  [TO^?]  oupxvovt;,  epxapfvov  xp7vxi  J^uvrxt;  xxi  vexpovt;,  xxi 
elc,  TO  xytov  Tcvevfjux.. 

Toiif  Se  he'yovTXt;-  ~Hv  TTOTe  ore  ovx  fy  xxi  irpiv  "/evvvt^vxi  ovx  yv,  xxi  on  e%  oux 
'ovrcav    eyeveTO,    if    e%    eT£px$    uTroa-Txa-eut;    y    oi/a-ixs    QXO-XOVTXS  eJvxt  [if  XTIO-TOV]  y 

V    >J    XhKOIUTOV    TOV    VlCV    T00    0f 0V    [TOVTOVf]    XVxSc^XTI^ei    YI    XX$0*IXy  [xX(  XVOtT- 

oA/xJ}]   exxtytrix. 

2  Eusebius    in    Theoderet,    H.  E.  I.   ii:    epuTJo-fii;   TOiyxpovv  xxi  xTroxpi'o-sit;  sv- 
eSSev  xvsxivoCvTO,  s^xtrxvi^STO  6  Ao'yo?  T>?$  Sixvoixs  TcSv  eipypevuv. 

3  See  Athan.  de  decret.  19,  20;  ad  Afros  5,  6. 

4  Still  Gwatkin.  p.  43,  goes  too  far  when  he  asserts  that  "  the  use  of  xypaQx  in 
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this  there  was  the  fact  that  the  OIAOOVVIGC  had  before  this  been 
rejected  at  Antioch.1  But  the  will  of  the  Emperor  decided  the 
matter.  Respect  for  the  Emperor,  his  express  declaration  that 
there  was  a  desire  not  to  endanger  the  absolute  spirituality  of 
the  Godhead,  the  wish  to  conclude  a  grand  work  of  peace  — 

a  creed  was  a  positive  revolution  in  the  Church."  It  is  quite  impossible  to  main 
tain  this  in  view,  for  example,  of  the  Creed  of  Gregorius  Thaumaturgus. 

1  See  on  /zooi/ovcs,  which  the  Gnostics  were  the  first  to  use,  and  on  its  meaning  and 
history  Vol.  III.  141  f.,  221;  above  pp.  15  f.,  32—  35;  I.  257;  II.  259,  352,  354; 
iii.  45.  On  the  older  ecclesiastical  use  of  oixrtx,  V7roa-Tec<ri$,  vTroxet'/ievov,  above  all  in 
Origen,  see  the  scholarly  discussions  by  Bigg  (the  Christian  Platonists,  p.  164  ff.). 
"  Ousia  is  properly  Platonic,  while  hypostasis,  a  comparatively  modern  and  rare 
word,  is  properly  Stoic"  .  .  .  Hypokeimenon  already  in  Aristotle  means  the  sub- 
stantia  materiality  v>,tj  quae  determinatur  per  formam  or  ola-icn  cui  inhcerent  irciby 
a-vpfiefiyxoTsc  .  .  .  the  theological  distinction  between  the  terms  ova-  fee  and  t/VcWao-r; 
is  purely  arbitrary/'  On  the  conception  of  hypostasis  see  Stentrup,  Innsbrucker 
Zeitschr.  f.  Kath.  Theologie.  1877,  p.  59  ff.  The  question  as  to  who  brought  for 
ward  the  6/jioov<rio$  again  after  it  had  been  condemned  at  Antioch,  is  an  important 
one.  It  does  not  occur  in  the  letters  of  Bishop  Alexander.  Athanasius  had  never 
any  special  preference  for  the  word.  It  is  found  only  once  in  the  Oral.  c.  Arian 
(Oral.  I.  9),  and  in  the  undoubtedly  conciliatory  work,  de  synod.,  41,  he  admits 
that  importance  does  not  attach  so  much  to  the  word  as  to  the  thing.  The  concep 
tions  "EVCTJJS"  and  *••£*.  rvjt;  eaffaf"  would  have  served  the  purpose  so  far  as  he 
himself  was  concerned.  Such  being  the  state  of  the  case  one  may  reasonably 
assume  that  the  word  was  not  revived  by  any  one  belonging  to  the  Eastern  Church, 
since  its  rejection  at  Antioch  must  have  stood  in  the  way  of  this,  but  rather  that 
some  one  in  the  West  went  back  upon  it,  and  Hosius  is  the  only  one  we  can 
think  of  as  the  likely  person.  This  hypothesis  is  strengthened  by  the  following 
considerations:  (i)  According  to  the  testimony  of  Eusebius  of  Csesarea  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  Emperor  himself  energetically  defended  the  word  o^ooy<r/o?,  but 
the  Emperor  was  dependent  on  Hosius;  (2)  Athanasius  (hist.  Arian.  42)  says  of 
Hosius:  OVTOI;  sv  ttittxicf.  TTI'CTTIV  e|e'0£TO  ;  (3)  the  Western-Roman  doctrine  was  the 
substantial  unity  of  Father  and  Son  ;  the  Alexandrian  bishop  was  accused  before 
the  Roman  bishop  Dionysius  on  the  ground  that  he  was  unwilling  to  use  "  Sftootttof  " 
and  in  Rome  the  accused  excuses  himself  for  not  using  it,  and  it  is  the  Roman 
bishop  who  in  his  letter  stated  in  energetic  language  the  xypvy/tac  T«;  novetpxixs, 
the  {,v3<rQtxi  rS>  &ela  rov  Ac'yov,  and  the  ov  xoeTX^epi^eiv  ryv  ^ovxSx.  I  therefore 
conjecture  that  the  word  had  been  retained  in  Rome,  i.e.,  in  the  West,  since  the 
time  of  the  controversy  of  the  Dionysii,  that  when  the  occasion  offered  it  was  once 
more  produced  in  the  East,  and  that  the  Alexandrians  then  accepted  the  word 
because  they  themselves  had  no  belter  short  catchword  at  their  command.  This 
explains  why  Athanasius  always  treats  the  expression  as  one  which  was  suitable 
so  far  as  the  actual  fact  to  be  expressed  was  concerned,  but  which  as  regards  its 
form  was  for  him  a  foreign  term.  He  could  not,  it  is  true,  go  quite  so  far  as 
Luther  (Opp.  reform.  V.,  p.  506):  "Quod  si  odit  anima  mea  vocem  homousion  et 
nolim  ea  uti,  non  ero  haereticus.  Quis  enim  me  coget  uti.  modo  rein  teneam,  qua; 
in  concilio  per  scripturas  definita  est?  Etsi  Ariani  male  senseruut  in  fide,  hoc 


CHAP,  i.]  THE  COUNCIL  OF  NICK 


57 


this  doctrinal  declaration  '  of  the  entire  Church  was,  moreover, 
something  new  and  imposing— induced  the  Conservatives,  i.e., 
the  Origenists  and  those  who  did  not  think  for  themselves,  to 
fall  in  with  what  was  proposed.  They  all  subscribed  with  the 
exception  of  two,  and  at  the  same  time  salved  their  con 
sciences  in  different  ways  by  mental  reservations.2  The  Lucianists 

tamon  optime,  sive  malo  sive  boiio  animo,  exegerunt,  ne  vocem  profanam  et  novam 
in  regulis  fidei  statui  liceret.''  Finally,  the  statement  of  Socrates  (III.  7)  which 
indeed  has  been  rejected  by  most,  is  decisive.  According  to  this  Hosius  during 
his  stay  in  Alexandria — before  the  Nicene  Council — had  discussed  ovtritt  and 
vTToa-Tztrt/;.  At  the  first  glance  that  undoubtedly  seems  unworthy  of  belief,  because 
it  is  a  va-Tffov-TT pars pav  5  but  as  soon  as  we  remember  the  work  of  Tertullian,  adv. 
Prax.,  which  is  the  most  important  dogmatic  treatise  which  the  West  produced 
previous  to  Augustine  and  which  cannot  have  been  unknown  to  Hosius,  everything 
becomes  clear.  In  this  work  in  which  Tertullian  bears  witness  to  the  strong 
influence  exercised  upon  him  by  Monarchianism  spite  of  the  fact  that  he  is  opposing 
it.  no  thought  is  so  plainly  expressed  as  this,  that  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  are 
unius  sttbstantia:,  i.e.,  opoovo-tot  (Vol.  II.,  p.  259  ft.).  Along  with  this,  however,  we  have 
the  idea  clearly  developed,  that  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  are  different  "personae" 
(see  e.g.,  c.  3:  "proximse  persona,  consortes  substantiic  patris",  15-,  "visibilem  et 
invisibilem  deum  deprehendo  sub  manifesta  et  personali  distinctione  condicionis 
utriusque";  see  also  the  conception  of  "personales  substantive"  in  adv.  Valent.  4). 
These  personae  are  also  called  by  Tertullian  "formre  cohcerentes ",  "species  indi- 
visse",  "gradus'1  (c.  2,  8),  and  in  fact  even  simply  "nomina''  (c.  30),  and  this 
gives  his  representation  as  much  a  Monarchian  appearance  as  the  appearance  of  an 
immanent  Trinity  (for  a  more  detailed  examination,  see  the  appendix  to  this  chapter). 
It  is  from  this  source,  and  also  from  Novatian  who  in  his  work,  de  trinitate,  adopted 
the  thoughts  of  Tertullian,  that  the  theology  of  Hosius  is  derived.  He  may  very 
probably,  along  with  Tertullian,  have  already  spoken  of  "persons",  side  by  side 
with  the  "unius  substantial'  which  the  entire  West  possessed  belief  in,  in  accord 
ance  with  the  baptismal  formula,  for  this  is  what  it  was  understood  to  be.  (See 
Hilar.,  de  trinit.  II.  i.  3;  Ambros.  de  myster.  5  fin).  That  his  formula  was :  "unius 
substantire  tres  persona;"  where  persona  is  certainly  to  be  conceived  of  rather 
as  species  or  forma— not  as  "substance"— is  very  probable.  The  Western  Hippolytus, 
moreover,  (c.  Noet.  14)  also  spoke  of  one  God  and  several  prosopeia,  and  so  too 
did  the  Western  Sabellius,  and  Tert.  (1.  c.  c.  26)  says  bluntly:  "ad  singula  nomina 
in  personas  singulas  tinguimur."  Only  this  point  must  remain  undecided— namely, 
whether  Hosius  already  actually  translated  "persona"  by  "  vvierrafif."  It  is^not 
probable,  since  in  the  so-called  Creed  of  Sardica  he  used  vxovr  we.  as  —  ovrlet 
(substantia).  That  his  main  catchword  was  (tint  otxriee  follows  from  what  he  says 
in  his  letter  to  Narcissus  of  Neronias  (Euseb.  c.  Marcell.,  p.  25). 

i  This  is  what  the  Nicene  Creed  was  primarily  intended  to  be,  and  not  a 
baptismal  creed,  as  the  anathemas  prove. 

"-  Theouas  of  Marmarika  and  Secundus  of  Ptolemais  refused  and  were  deposed 
and  banished,  and  the  same  thing  happened  in  the  case  of  Arius  and  some  pres 
byters.  Arius  was  specially  forbidden  by  the  Council  to  enter  Alexandria,  Sozom  I.  20 
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who  up  till  now  had  to  all  appearance  been  united  together 
in  an  indissoluble  friendship,  were  unprincipled  enough  to 
sacrifice  their  old  comrade  Arius.1  He  was  condemned  as  the 
scapegoat,  and  the  Emperor,  anxious  to  protect  with  the  strong 
hand  the  unity  which  had  been  won,  gave  orders  that  the  books 
of  Arius  should  be  burned  and  that  his  adherents  should  hence 
forth  be  called  "  Porphyrians",  i.e.,  should  be  placed  on  a  level 
with  the  worst  enemies  of  Christ.2  To  the  Alexandrian  Church 
he  wrote :  o  TOK;  Tpiaxoffloig  ypea'sv  STTHTZOTTCK;  du$ev  sffTiv  STepov  % 
TOU  Qsov  yvd>f&yt  [&&hiffTX  y£  OTCOV  TO  xyiov  irveufAX  TOIOVTUV  KOI 
txvdpuv  rotiq  $iatvo!oti$  iyxeiftsvov  ryv  Qsioty  povhyvw 
("what  satisfied  the  three  hundred  bishops  is 
nothing  else  than  the  judgment  of  God,  but  most  of  all  where 
the  Holy  Spirit  being  present  in  the  thoughts  of  men  such  as 

The  evasions  to  which  the  Lucianists  and  Origenists  had  recourse  in  order  to 
justify  their  conduct  to  themselves,  can  be  studied  in  the  letter  of  Eusebius  to  his 
Church.  Eusebius  interprets  "ix  rij?  ovo-iat;  rov  Trxrpbi; "  as  equal  to  uHe  has  His 
existence  from  the  Father"  (!),  ""/evvyQevrx  ov  •XQiybi-rrot"  as  equivalent  to  "the  Son  is 
not  a  creature  like  the  rest  of  the  creatures  ",  OIJ.OOIKTIOC,  as  opotovo-tos,  meaning  povia 
TM  TTxrpi  TM  'ys'ysvv^KOTi  XXTX  TTxvTX  TfOTfov  o/AOiot;  and  not  out  of  a  foreign 
substance.  The  worst  shift  of  all  is  undoubtedly  when  Eusebius  writes  to  his  Church 
that  he  has  (now)  rejected  the  formula  Jjv  TTOTS  ore  oi/x  jj",  because  we  ought  not 
to  use  any  unbiblical  expressions  whatsoever  (but  'Opoovariot  !)  and  because  the 
Son  did  indeed  exist  already  before  His  incarnation.  But  that  was  not  the  point 
at  all!  neVovfle  ri  Seivsv,  says  Athanasius  (de  decret.  3),  with  justice,  of  this  passage 
in  the  letter. 

1  They    afterwards    asserted    no    doubt    that    they    had    not   subscribed  the  ana 
themas,  but  only  the  positive  doctrine  of  the  Nicene  Creed  (Socr.  I.  14).  However, 
Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  and  Theognis  of  Nicsea  were,  notwithstanding  this,  banished 
soon    after;    they    were  suspected  by  the  Emperor  of  being  Arians  and  intriguers: 
see  the  strongly  hostile  letter  of  Constantine  in  Theodoret  I.   19. 

2  Socr.    I.    9 ;    those    with    Arian    books    in    their    possession    were  even  to  be 
punished  with  death. 

3  L.  c.  Other  writings  of  Constantine  in  the  same  place.  The  synodal-epistle  in 
Theodoret  I.  9,  Gwatkin,  p.  50,  has  proved  that  in  the  respect  shewn  by  Athanasius 
for    the    Nicene    Council    there  is  no  trace  "  of  the  mechanical  theory  of  conciliar 
infallibility."    It    is    necessary    to  guard  against  exaggerated  ideas  of  the  extent  to 
which    the   decree   of  the  Nicene  Council  was  accepted.     It  can  be  proved  that  in 
the    East    (see    *.£•.,    Aphraates'    Homilies)    and  still  more  in  the  West,  there  were 
numerous  bishops  who  did  not  trouble  themselves  about  the  decree  and  for  whom 
it    had    no    existence.     It  was  not  till  after  the  year  350  that  men  began  to  think 
over  the  Nicene  Creed  in  the  West,  and  to  perceive  that  it  contained  more  than  a 
mere  confirmation  of  the  ancient  Western  belief  in  the  doctrine  of  monarchy. 
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these  and  so  ripe  in  years,  made  known  the  Divine  will").  He 
persecuted  the  Arians,  and  the  orthodox  approved  of  what  he  did. 
They  are  thus  responsible  along  with  him  for  the  persecution. 
The  Arians  at  a  later  date  only  carried  on  what  the  orthodox 
had  begun. 

The  correct  faith  had  triumphed  and — the  Bishop  of  Alex 
andria.1  The  Council  of  Nicaea  is  the  first  step  taken  by  the 
Bishop  of  Alexandria  in  aspiring  to  the  primacy  of  the  East. 

2.      TO   THE   DEATH   OF   CONSTANTIUS.  * 

NEVER  again  in  the  history  of  the  Church  has  there  been  a 
victory  so  complete  and  so  quickly  secured  as  that  at  Nicaea, 
and  no  other  decision  of  the  Church  approaches  it  in  impor 
tance.  The  victors  had  the  feeling  that  they  had  set  up  for  all 
ages 3  a  "  warning  notice  against  all  heresies "  ((TT^Myp»(pi» 
K-XTX  TT&TKV  aipsffeuv),  and  this  estimate  of  the  victory  has  con 
tinued  to  be  the  prevailing  one  in  the  Church.4  The  grand 
innovation,  the  elevation  of  two  unbiblical  expressions  to  the 
rank  of  catchwords  of  the  Catholic  Faith,  insured  the  unique 
nature  of  this  Faith.  At  bottom  not  only  was  Arianism  rejected, 
but  also  Origenism  ;  for  the  exclusive  'Ope  ever  to?  separated  the 
Logos  from  all  spiritual  creatures  and  seemed  thus  to  do  away 
with  scientific  cosmology  in  every  form. 

But  it  was  just  because  of  this  that  the  strife  now  began. 
The  Nicene  Creed  effected  in  the  East  a  hitherto  unprecedented 
concord,  but  this  was  amongst  its  opponents,  while  its  friends, 
on  the  other  hand,  felt  no  genuine  enthusiasm  for  its  subtle 
formulae.  The  schismatic  Meletians  of  Egypt  made  common 
cause  with  the  Arians  and  Origenists ;  those  of  the  bishops 

1  The  victory  of  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria  may  be  studied  above  all  in  the  Canons 
of  Nicsea.  They  have  not  so  far  been  treated  of  from  this  point  of  view. 

-    In  what  follows  I  give  merely  a  sketch:  the  details  belong  to  Church  history. 

3  Athanas.  ad  Afros  II.  and  elsewhere. 

4  Up    to    time    of   the    Chalcedonian    Creed    the    conceptions    Homoousia    and 
Orthodoxy  were  quite  identical;  the  latter  involved  no  more  than  the  former.  Thus 
the    orthodoxy    of  Origen  is  for  Socrates  (VI.   13)  undoubted,  just  because  none  of 
his  four  chief  opponents  (Methodius,  Eustathius,  Apollinaris,  and  Theophilus)  charge 
him  with  heresy  in  reference  to  his  doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 
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who  were  indifferent  or  stupid  were  induced  to  oppose  it  by 
the  bugbear  of  Sabellianism  and  by  the  unbiblical  shape  in 
which  the  new  faith  was  formulated.  Society  was  still  for  the 
most  part  heathen,  and  this  heathen  society  openly  sided  with 
the  anti-Nicenes ;  the  Jews  too,  who  were  still  influential,  ranged 
themselves  on  this  side.  The  clever  sophist  Asterius  was  able, 
as  "travelling  professor",  to  interest  large  numbers  in  "the 
one  Unbegotten".  But,  above  all,  the  two  Eusebiuses  sought  again 
to  be  masters  of  the  situation.  The  one  necessarily  strove  in 
the  first  instance  to  regain  his  seat,  the  other  to  make  the 
weight  of  his  untouched  personal  authority  once  more  felt  in 
theology  also.  What  their  mutual  relationship  was  is  not  clear; 
in  any  case  they  marched  separately  and  struck  unitedly.1 
The  Nicomedian  always  thought  first  of  himself  and  then  of 
his  cause;  the  Bishop  of  Caesarea  saw  science  and  theology 
disappear  in  the  movement  which  received  its  impulse  from 
Alexandria.  Both,  however,  had  made  up  their  minds  not  to 
part  company  with  the  Emperor  if  they  could  not  otherwise 
succeed  in  managing  him.  The  great  mass  of  the  bishops 
always  were,  in  accordance  with  this  policy,  purely  "imperial". 
With  regard  to  the  strict  Arians,  however,  it  must  be  admitted 
to  their  credit  that  during  the  whole  controversy  they  were  as 
little  willing  to  accept  as  authoritative  the  decisions  of  the 
Emperors  in  matters  of  faith  as  were  Athanasius,  Hilary,  and 
Lucifer. 

When  Constantine  interfered  in  the  great  controversy,  he  had 
only  just  come  to  the  East.  He  was  under  the  guidance  of 
Western  bishops,  and  it  was  Western  Christianity  alone  with 
which  he  had  hitherto  been  acquainted.  And  so  after  an  abortive 
attempt  to  compose  the  controversy,  he  had  accomplished  the 
"work  of  peace"  at  Nicaea  in  accordance  with  Western  views. 
But  already  during  the  years  which  immediately  followed  he 
must  have  learned  that  the  basis  upon  which  he  had  reared  it 
was  too  narrow,  that,  above  all,  it  did  not  meet  the  requirements  of 

1  The  best  investigation  regarding  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  is  contained  in  the 
article  in  the  Diet,  of  Chr.  Biogr.  We  know  Eusebius,  it  is  true,  almost  exclusively 
from  the  picture  which  his  opponents  have  drawn  of  him.  But  in  his  actions  he 
has  portrayed  himself  as  an  imperious  prince  of  the  Church  of  a  secular  type,  for 
whom  all  means  were  justifiable. 
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the  "common  sense"  of  the  East.  As  a  politician  he  was  prudent 
enough  not  to  take  any  step  backward,  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
as  a  politician  he  knew  that  every  law  gets  its  meaning  quite  as 
much  from  the  method  in  which  it  is  carried  out  as  from  the 
letter  of  it.  Feeling  this — to  which  has  to  be  added  the  pre 
sence  of  Arian  influences  at  the  Court — he  had  since  about  the 
year  328  resolved,  under  cover  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  to  rein 
state  the  broader  doctrinal  system  of  older  days  whose  power 
he  had  first  got  to  know  in  Asia,  in  order  to  preserve  the 
unity  of  the  Church  which  was  endangered.1  But  Constantine 
did  not  get  the  length  of  doing  anything  definite  and  conclusive. 
He  merely  favoured  the  anti-Nicene  coalition  to  such  an  ex 
tent  that  he  left  to  his  sons  a  ruptured  Church  in  place  of  a 
united  one.  The  anti-Nicene  coalition,  however,  had  already 
become  during  the  last  years  of  Constantine's  life  an  anti- 
Athanasian  one.  On  the  eighth  of  June,  328,  Athanasius,  not 
without  opposition  on  the  part  of  the  Egyptian  bishops,2  had 
mounted  the  Episcopal  throne  in  Alexandria.  The  tactics  of 
the  coalition  were  directed  first  of  all  towards  the  removal  of 
the  main  defenders  of  the  Nicene  faith,  and  it  was  soon  re 
cognised  that  the  youthful  bishop  of  Alexandria  was  the  most 
dangerous  of  these.  Intrigues  and  slanders  of  the  lowest  kind 
now  began  to  come  into  play,  and  the  conflict  was  carried  on 
sometimes  by  means  of  moral  charges  of  the  worst  kind,  and 
sometimes  by  means  of  political  calumnies.  The  easily  excited 
masses  were  made  fanatical  by  the  coarse  abuse  and  execra 
tions  of  the  opponents,  and  the  language  of  hate  which  hitherto 
had  been  bestowed  on  heathen,  Jews,  and  heretics,  filled  the 
churches.  The  catchwords  of  the  doctrinal  formulas,  which 
were  unintelligible  to  the  laity  and  indeed  even  to  most  of 
the  bishops  themselves,  were  set  up  as  standards,  and  the  more 
successful  they  were  in  keeping  up  the  agitation  the  more 
surely  did  the  pious-minded  turn  away  from  them  and  sought 
satisfaction  in  asceticism  and  polytheism  in  a  Christian  garb. 
In  every  diocese,  however,  personal  interests,  struggles  about 

i     If   Eusebius    is    right    the    Emperor    had   already    at    Nice    also    advocated  a 
broad  application  of  the  orthodox  formula. 

'    The  matter,  so  far  as  the  particulars  are  concerned,  is  quite  obscure. 
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sees  and  influence,  were  mixed  up  with  the  controversy,  and 
this  was  the  case  in  the  West  too,  especially  in  Rome,  as  we 
may  gather  from  the  events  of  the  year  366.  Thus  a  series  of 
bloody  town-revolutions  accompanied  the  movement. 

In  the  midst  of  all  this  Athanasius  alone  in  the  East  stood 
like  a  rock  in  the  sea.  If  we  measure  him  by  the  standard  of 
his  time  we  can  discover  nothing  ignoble  or  mean  about  him. 
The  favourite  charge  of  hierarchical  imperiousness  has  some 
thing  naive  about  it.  His  stern  procedure  in  reference  to  the 
Meletiaus  was  a  necessity,  and  an  energetic  bishop  who  had 
to  represent  a  great  cause  could  not  be  anything  else  but 
imperious.  It  is  certainly  undeniable  that  for  years  he  was 
formally  in  the  wrong,  inasmuch  as  he  would  not  admit  the 
validity  of  his  deposition.  He  regarded  it  as  the  task  committed 
to  him,  to  rule  Egypt,  to  regulate  the  Church  of  the  East  in 
accordance  with  the  standard  of  the  true  faith,  and  to  ward  off 
any  interference  on  the  part  of  the  State.  He  was  a  Pope,  as 
great  and  as  powerful  a  one  as  there  ever  has  been. 

When  the  sons  of  Constantine  entered  upon  the  inheritance 
of  their  father,  the  heads  of  the  Nicene  party  in  the  East  had 
been  deposed  or  exiled ;  Arius,  however,  was  dead.1  The  exiled 

1  The  dates  put  shortly  are  as  follows.  Some  three  years  after  the  Nicene  Coun 
cil,  years  which  for  us  are  absolutely  dark  (the  letter  of  Constantine  in  Gelas., 
Hist.  Cone.  Nic.  III.  I  is  probably  not  genuine),  Constantine  begins  to  turn  round. 
(Was  this  owing  to  the  influence  of  Constantia  and  her  court-clergyman?)  The 
recall  of  Arius,  Eusebius  of  Nicom.  and  Theognis  (the  latter's  letter  in  Socrat.  I.  14, 
is  perhaps  not  genuine).  Eusebius  gains  a  decisive  influence  over  the  Emperor.  At 
an  Antioch  synod  330.  Eustathius  of  Antioch,  one  of  the  chief  champions  of  the 
Nicene  Creed  is  deposed  (for  adultery?)  at  the  instigation  of  the  two  Eusebiuses. 
Arius  presents  to  the  Emperor  a  diplomatically  composed  confession  of  faith  which 
satisfies  him,  (Socr.  I.  26)  is  completely  rehabilitated,  and  demands  of  Athanasius 
that  he  be  allowed  to  resume  his  position  in  Alexandria.  Athanasius  refuses,  and 
succeeds  in  making  good  his  refusal  and  in  clearing  himself  from  the  personal 
charges  brought  against  him  on  the  part  of  the  Eusebians.  At  the  Synod  of  Tyre 
335  (not  336)  held  under  the  presidency  of  the  Church  historian  Eusebius,  the 
coalition  nevertheless  succeeds  in  passing  a  resolution  for  the  deposition  of  Atha 
nasius  on  account  of  certain  alleged  gross  excesses,  and  in  persuading  the  Emperor 
to  proceed  against  him  as  a  disturber  of  the  peace,  and  this  spite  of  the  fact  that 
in  the  year  334  Athanasius,  in  opposition  to  the  Synod  of  Csesarea,  had  convinced 
the  Emperor  of  his  perfect  innocence  and  of  the  base  intrigues  of  the  Meletian 
bishops.  Athanasius  notwithstanding  this  succeeded  a  second  time  in  inducing  the 
Emperor  to  give  his  case  an  impartial  trial,  by  hastening  to  Constantinople  and 
making  a  personal  statement  to  the  Emperor,  who  was  taken  by  surprise.  His 
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bishops  in  accordance  with  a  resolution  >  come  to  in  common 
by  the  Emperors,  were  free  to  return  as  a  body.  This  was  the 
case  in  the  latter  part  of  the  autumn  of  337.  But  as  soon  as 
Constantius  became  master  in  his  own  domain  he  continued  the 
policy  of  his  father.  He  wished  to  rule  the  Church  as  the  latter 
had  done ;  :.e  perceived  that  this  was  possible  in  the  East  only 
if  the  Nicene  innovation,  or  at  least  the  exclusive  application 
of  it,  were  got  rid  of,  and  he  did  not  feel  himself  bound  to 
the  Nicene  Creed  as  his  father  had  done.  One  cannot  but 
admit  that  the  youthful  monarch  shewed  statesmanlike  insight 
and  acted  with  energy,  and  with  all  his  devotion  to  the  Church 
he  never  allowed  churchmen  to  rule  as  his  brother  did.  He  had 
not,  however,  the  patience  and  moderation  of  his  father,  and 
though  he  had  indeed  inherited  from  the  latter  the  gift  of 
ruling,  he  had  not  got  from  him  the  art  of  managing  men  by 
gentle  force.  The  brutal  trait  which  Constantine  knew  how  to 
keep  in  check  in  himself,  appeared  in  an  undisguised  fashion 
in  his  son,  and  the  development  of  the  Emperor  into  an  Orien 
tal  despot  advanced  a  stage  further  in  Constantius. 2  First  of 

opponents,  who  had  meanwhile  been  commanded  to  go  from  Tyre  to  Jerusalem, 
now  expressly  declared  that  the  doctrinal  explanations  given  by  Arius  and  his 
friends  were  sufficient,  and  already  made  preparations  for  burying  the  Nicene  Creed 
in  their  pretentious  assembly,  and  also  for  bringing  to  trial  Marcellus,  the  friend  of 
Athanasius.  They  were,  however,  summoned  by  the  Emperor  to  come  to  Constanti 
nople  and  to  carry  on  their  deliberations.  Only  the  worst  of  Athanasius'  opponents 
complied  with  this  demand,  and  they  succeeded  by  bringing  forward  new  accusa 
tions  (at  the  beginning  of  the  year  336),  in  inducing  the  Emperor  to  banish  Atha 
nasius  (to  Trier).  Still  it  is  at  least  doubtful  if  the  Emperor  did  not  wish  him  to 
escape  for  a  while  from  his  enemies.  His  chair  in  any  case  was  not  filled.  Marcellus, 
who  had  also  appealed  to  the  Emperor,  was  deposed  and  condemned  on  account 
of  erroneous  doctrine.  The  solemn  induction  of  Arius  into  his  Church — against 
the  wish  of  the  bishop,  Alexander  of  Constantinople — was  immediately  robbed  of 
its  significance  by  his  sudden  death.  The  Emperor  sought  to  carry  on  his  energetic 
peace-policy  by  the  banishment  of  other  "disturbers  of  the  peace,"  such  as  the 
Meletian  leading  spirit,  and  Paulus,  the  newly  elected  bishop  of  Constantinople. 
He  died,  however,  in  May  337,  in  his  own  opinion  in  the  undoubted  Nicene  faith. 
His  son  maintained  that  he  had  himself  further  resolved  on  the  restitution  of 
Athanasius.  Sources:  besides  the  Church  historians  and  Epiphanius,  chiefly  Athan. 
Apolog.  c.  Arian.;  in  addition,  the  Festival  letters,  the  Hist.  Arian.  ad  monach. 
de  morte  Arii  ad  Serapionem,  Ep.  ad  epp.  ^Eg.  19,  and  Euseb  ,  Vita  Constant.  IV. 

1  On  this  resolution  see  Schiller  II.,  p.  277  f. 

2  The  best  characterisation  is  in  Ranke  IV.,  p.  35  ff.;  see  also  Kriiger,  Lucifer, 
p.  4  ff.,  Gwatkin,  p.   109  sq.,  Schiller  II.,  p.  245  ff. 
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all,  Paul  of  Constantinople  was  deposed  for  the  second  time ; 
Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  at  last  secured  the  seat  he  had  so  long 
striven  after.  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  died,  and  his  place  was 
taken  by  a  man  deserving  of  little  respect,  Acacius,  a  friend 
of  the  Arians.  The  tumults  which  took  place  in  Egypt  after 
the  return  of  Athanasius  made  it  easier  for  his  enemies,  who 
regarded  him  as  deposed  and  once  .more  pronounced  the  sen 
tence  of  deposition  at  a  Synod  in  Ajtioch,  to  move  the  Emperor 
to  proceed  against  him.  His  energetic  conduct  in  his  diocese 
and  the  violence  of  his  Egyptian  friends  (Apol.  c.  Arian.  3 — 19} 
aggravated  the  situation.  Constantius  listened  to  the  Eusebi- 
ans,  but  did  not  sanction  the  choice  of  Bishop  Pistus  whom 
they  had  set  apart  for  Alexandria.  He  decreed  the  deposition 
of  Athanasius,  and  sent  as  bishop  to  Alexandria,  a  certain 
Gregory,  a  Cappadocian  who  had  nothing  to  commend  him  save 
the  imperial  favour.  Athanasius  anticipated  a  violent  expulsion  by 
leaving  Alexandria — in  the  spring  of  339.  He  betook  himself  to 
Rome,  leaving  his  diocese  behind  him  in  a  state  of  wild  uproar. 
The  Eusebians  were  now  masters  of  the  situation,  but  just 
because  of  this  they  had  a  difficult  task  to  perform.  What  had 
now  to  be  done  was  to  get  the  Nicene  Creed  actually  out  of 
the  way,  or  to  render  it  ineffective  by  means  of  a  new  formula. 
This  could  only  be  done  in  conjunction  with  the  West,  and  it 
would  have  to  be  done  in  such  a  way  that  they  should  neither 
seem  to  be  giving  the  lie  to  their  own  vote  in  Nicaea — and 
therefore  they  would  have  to  make  it  appear  that  they  were 
attacking  only  the  form  and  not  the  contents  of  the  confession — 
nor  seem  to  the  Church  in  the  West  to  be  proclaiming  a  new 
faith.  It  is  in  the  light  of  these  facts  that  we  are  to  regard 
the  symbols  of  Antioch  and  the  negotiations  with  Julius  of 
Rome.  They  found  themselves  shut  up  in  a  position  from  which 
they  could  not  escape  without  a  certain  amount  of  evasion. 
The  faith  of  Athanasius  must  not  be  attacked  any  more  than 
that  of  the  Westerns.1  The  condemnation  of  the  great  bishop 

1  This  explains  why  the  canons  of  the  Synod  of  Antioch  came  to  enjoy  a  high 
reputation  and  why  Hilary  (de  synod.  32)  designated  the  assembly  a '  synodus  sanc 
torum.'  All  the  same  such  a  description  is  not  quite  intelligible  5  we  know  too 
little  both  of  the  character  and  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Synod. 
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had  thus  always  throughout  to  be  based  on  personal  accusa 
tions.  As  regards  the  doctrinal  question,  the  whole  stress  had 
to  be  laid  on  getting  the  Homousios  put  quietly  aside,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  unbiblical  and  gave  an  inlet  to  Sabellian- 
ism.  In  this  respect  the  doctrine  of  Marcellus  of  Ancyra  was 
very  welcome  to  the  Eusebians,  for  they  sought,  not  without 
justice,  to  shew  from  it  to  what  destructive  results  a  theology 
which  based  itself  on  the  Homousios  must  lead.1  But  the 

1  Marcellus  is  an  extremely  interesting  phenomenon  in  the  history  of  theology 
he  did  not,  however,  succeed  in  effecting  any  change  in  the  history  of  dogma  or 
in  creating  any  noteworthy  number  of  followers.  At  the  Council  of  Nicrea  he 
belonged  to  the  few  who  zealously  championed  the  Homousios  (Apol.  c.  Arian.  23, 32). 
After  the  Council  he  was,  besides  Eustathius,  at  first  the  sole  literary  representative 
of  orthodoxy,  since  he  wrote  a  comprehensive  treatise  Kepi  vTrorzyyi;  by  way  of 
reply  to  the  work  of  the  Arian  Asterius.  This  work,  in  which  he  defends  the 
unity  of  substance  of  the  Logos,  drew  upon  him  from  the  dominant  party  the 
accusation  of  Sabellianism  and  Samosatenism.  His  case  was  dealt  with  at  the 
Councils  of  Tyre,  Jerusalem,  and  Constantinople,  since  he  also  personally  defended 
Athauasius  and  opposed  the  restoration  of  Arius.  Spite  of  his  appeal  to  the  Emperor 
he  was  at  Constantinople  deprived  of  his  office  as  a  teacher  of  erroneous  doctrine, 
another  bishop  was  sent  to  Ancyra,  and  Eusebius  of  Csesarea  endeavoured  in  two 
works  (c.  Marcell.,  de  ecclesiast.  theolog.)  to  refute  him.  These  works  are  for  us 
the  source  for  the  teaching  of  Marcellus.  Marcellus  did  not  recognise  the  common 
doctrinal  basis  of  Arianism  and  orthodoxy;  he  went  back  behind  the  traditional 
teaching  of  Origen,  like  Paul  of  Samosata,  and  consequently  got  rid  of  the  element 
which  caused  the  trouble  to  Arianism  and,  in  a  higher  degree,  to  orthodoxy.  His 
doctrinal  system  presents,  on  the  one  hand,  certain  points  of  agreement  with  that 
of  the  old  Apologists,  though  these  are  more  apparent  than  real,  and  on  the  other 
with  that  of  Irenreus;  still  it  cannot  be  proved  that  there  is  any  literary  dependence. 
Marcellus  was  at  one  with  Arius  in  holding  that  the  conceptions  "Son",  "begotten  " 
etc.,  involve  the  subordination  of  the  being  thus  designated.  But  just  because  of 
this  he  rejected  these  conceptions  as  being  inapplicable  to  the  divine  in  Christ.  He 
clearly  perceived  that  the  prevalent  theology  was  on  a  wrong  track  owing  to  its 
implication  with  philosophy  ;  he  wished  to  establish  a  purely  biblical  system  of 
doctrine  and  sought  to  shew  that  these  conceptions  are  all  used  in  the  Scriptures 
in  reference  to  the  incarnate  one,  the  view  of  most  in  the  older  days,  e.g.,  Ignatius. 
The  Scripture  supplies  only  one  conception  to  express  the  eternal-divine  in  Christ, 
that  of  the  Logos  (the  Logos  is  image  or  type  only  in  connection  with  man  created 
in  his  image) :  the  Logos  is  the  indwelling  power  in  God,  which  has  manifested 
itself  in  the  creation  of  the  world  as  $tveep«;  Spzo-Tixj,  in  order  then  for  the  first 
time  to  become  personal  with  the  view  of  saving  and  perfecting  the  human  race. 
Thus  the  Logos  is  in  and  for  itself,  in  its  essential  nature,  the  ttnbegotten  reason 
of  God  indwelling  in  God  from  all  eternity  and  absolutely  inseparable  from  him; 
it  begins  its  actuality  in  the  creation  of  the  world,  but  it  first  becomes  a  personal 
manifestation  distinct  from  God  in  the  incarnation,  through  which  the  Logos  as  the 
image  of  the  invisible  God  becomes  visible.  In  Christ  consequently  the  Logos  has 
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Roman  bishop  was  not  to  be  corrupted,  he  did  not  even  sacri 
fice  Marcellus;  and  the  creeds  of  Antioch  which  were  not 
actually  heterodox,  but  which  were  not  sincere,  did  not  at  all 
meet  with  his  approval.  He  did  not  concern  himself  with  the 
attempt,  justifiable  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Orientals  and 

become  a  person  and  son  of  God  —  a  person  who  is  as  surely  Cfjioova-iot;  rSi  &eu 
as  he  is  the  active  working  of  God  Himself.  After  the  work  has  been  completed, 
however,  the  Son  subordinates  Himself  to  the  Father  in  such  a  way  that  God  is 
again  all  in  all,  since  the  hypostatic  form  of  the  Logos  now  c eases  (hence  the  title 
of  M.'s  work:  Kept  vTrorxyyi;]  the  idea  is  an  old  one,  see  Vol.  II.).  M.  confessed 
that  he  did  not  know  what  became  of  the  humanity  of  Christ.  The  stumbl ing-blocks 
which  this  system  presented  to  that  age  were  (i)  that  M.  called  only  the  incarnate 
one  Son  of  God,  (2)  that  he  taught  no  real  pre-existence,  (3)  that  he  assumed  the 
Kingdom  of  Christ  would  have  an  end,  and  (4)  that  he  spoke  of  an  extension  of 
the  indivisible  monad.  Marcellus  having  been  recalled  (337)  and  then  expelled 
again  from  his  diocese  (338),  like  Athanasius,  betook  himself  to  Rome,  and  by 
means  of  a  confession  in  which  he  disguised  his  doctrine,  induced  Bishop  Julius 
to  recognise  his  orthodoxy.  (The  confession  is  in  the  letter  to  Julius  in  Epiph.  H. 
72.  2:  Zahu,  Marcell.  p.  70  f.,  vainly  attempts  to  dispute  the  fact  of  a  "disguising." 
In  the  letter  he  avows  his  belief  in  the  Roman  Creed  also.)  The  Roman  synod  of 
the  year  340  declared  him  to  be  sound  in  the  faith.  It  scarcely  fully  understood 
the  case;  what  is  of  much  more  importance  is  that  Athanasius  and  consequently 
also  the  Council  of  Sardica  did  not  abandon  Marcellus,  and  the  Council  indeed 
remarked  that  the  Eusebians  had  taken  as  a  positve  statement  what  he  had  uttered 
only  tentatively  (%yruv).  That  Athanasius  spite  of  all  remonstrances  should  have 
pronounced  Marcellus  orthodox,  is  a  proof  that  his  interest  in  the  matter  was 
confined  to  one  point,  and  centred  in  the  godhead  of  the  historical  Jesus  Christ 
as  resting  upon  the  unity  of  substance  with  God.  Where  he  saw  that  this  was 
recognised,  he  allowed  freedom  of  thought  on  other  points.  At  a  later  period,  it  is 
true,  when  it  became  possible  still  more  to  discredit  Marcellus  through  his  pupil 
Photinus,  there  was  a  disagreement  of  a  temporary  kind  between  him  and  Atha- 
nnsius.  Athanasius  is  said  to  have  refused  to  have  intercourse  with  him  and  Mar 
cellus  is  said  to  have  dropped  him.  Athanasius  also  combatted  the  theology  of  M. 
(Orat.  c.  Arian.  IV),  though  he  afterwards  again  recognised  the  truth  of  his  faith. 
Epiphanius  informs  us  (72.  4)  that  he  once  put  some  questions  to  the  aged  Athanasius 
regarding  M.:  'O  Ss  olirs  vTrepxTre&o'yyffXTO,  oVrs  TTX&IV  irpoi;  XUTOV  x7re%8£i;  yve%Qy, 

f^OVOV    <5£    SlX    TOV    TTpOffUTTOV    f4EI$IX<TXS    VTTeQyvS,    IJ.O%ftvipixS    (J.^    (J-XKfXV  XVTOV  fTv«/,  KXl 

us  x7ro}\o'yya-x(j.evov  el%e.  Marcellus'  followers  in  Ancyra  also  possessed  at  a  later 
date  an  epistle  of  Athanasius  (Epiph.  72.  n)  which  was  favourable  to  them.  The 
East,  however,  stuck  firmly  to  the  condemnation  of  Marcellus,  and  so  too  did  the 
Cappadocians  at  a  later  period — -a  proof  this  also  of  a  radical  difference  between 
them  and  Athanasius  The  further  history  of  this  matter  has  no  place  here  (see 
Zahn  op.  cit.  and  Moller,  R.-Encykl.,  2nd  Ed.,  p.  281  f.).  Marcellus  died  in  the 
year  373,  close  on  a  hundred  years  old,  after  that  his  theology  had  repeatedly  done 
good  service  to  the  opponents  of  orthodoxy,  without,  however,  helping  them  to 
discredit  Athanasius. 
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of  Constantius,  to  create  for  the  East  a  doctrinal  form  of  ex 
pression  which  was  more  in  accordance  with  the  convictions 
of  the  majority.  The  most  important  result  of  the  operations 
of  the  Eusebians  at  Antioch,  and  the  one  which  was  of  the 
greatest  consequence,  was  that  they  had  to  bring  themselves 
to  renounce  Arianism  in  order  to  gain  over  the  West.  Arian- 
ism  was  now  condemned  on  all  sides  in  the  Church;  neverthe 
less  the  Eusebians  did  not  attain  their  aim.1 

1  The  negotiations  between  Bishop  Julius  and  the  Eusebians  assembled  at 
Antioch  (Rom.  Council,  autumn  340;  Council  at  Antioch,  summer  and  autumn  341) 
are  from  the  point  of  view  of  Church  politics  of  great  significance,  and  more 
particularly  the  letter  of  Bishop  Julius  to  the  Eusebians  after  the  Roman  Council 
(Apol.  c.  Arian.  21)  is  a  masterpiece.  But  we  cannot  enter  on  this  matter  here. 
The  four  formulae  of  Antioch  (it  is  to  them  that  the  reproach  brought  by  Athana- 
sius  against  his  opponents  chiefly  refers — namely,  that  they  betrayed  their  uncer 
tainty  by  the  new  forms  of  faith  they  were  constantly  publishing, — see  de  decret.  I  : 
cle  synod.  22—23  :  Encycl.  ad  epp.  .-Egypt.  ^  sq. :  Ep.  ad.  Afros  23)  are  in  Athan., 
de  synod.  22  sq.  (Hahn  §  84,  115,  85,  86).  There  are  some  good  remarks  in 
Gwatkin,  p.  1 14  sq.  The  zealous  efforts  made  by  the  Eusebians  to  arrive  at  a 
harmonious  agreement  with  the  West  were  probably  closely  connected  also  with 
the  general  political  situation.  After  the  fall  of  Constantine  II.  (spring  340)  Con- 
stans  had  promptly  made  himself  master  of  the  whole  of  his  brother's  domain 
Constantius,  whose  attention  was  claimed  by  severe  and  incessant  wars  on  the 
eastern  boundary,  was  unable  to  hinder  this.  From  the  year  340  Constans  thus 
had  the  decisive  preponderance  in  the  Empire.  The  first  Antiochian  formula  still 
supports  Arius,  though  with  the  odd  qualification  that  those  who  were  in  favour 
of  him  had  not  followed  him  (VUG  yxp  eTria-xovoi  'ovrst;  xxohovQytrxv  Trpea-fivTsptf), 
but  had  tested  his  teaching:  it  limits  itself  to  describing  the  Son  as  /^ovo'ysv^,  TT/JO 

7TXVTUV      TUV      XIUVMV      V7F Xp%OVTX      XXI      ffw6vTX      TUJ      ySySMyXOTl    XVTOV    TTXTfl^    but    it 

already  contains  the  anti-Marcellian  proposition  descriptive  of  the  Son :  Six/tevovT<z 
(3x<7ihex  xxi  &eov  ei$  rout;  xiuvxg.  The  second,  so-called  Lucian,  formula  already 
gathers  together  all  designations  for  the  Son  which  could  possibly  be  used  of  His 
Godhead  from  an  Origenistic  standpoint  (above  all,  povo'yevii  ®ibv,  ®ebv  ex  ®eov, 

XTpeTTTOV      T£      XXI    XVX/.AOICt}TOV,    Ttj?    SlOTqpOS    olltfilt,^    T£    XXI    /3<Jt/Aif£    XKt    Sl/VX/tSCai;    XXI 

Sotyi;  TOV  Tfxrpbs  xirxptxhAxxTov  slxovx,  ®ebv  Aoyov);  it  then  adopts  once  more  the 
addition  which  Eusebius  had  appended  to  the  outline  of  his  belief  presented  at 
Nicsea  (see  p.  52),  and  formulates  the  following  proposition  against  Marcelius;  TWV 
cvoi-t-xruv  ov%  X7TA/2/;  ovSe  xpyut;  Mtufvuv  <r^iJ.xiv6^TUv  xxpifiui;  rtjv  otxe/xv  exxa-rov 
ruv  6voiJ.x%opev<av  vTroa-rxtrtv  (N.B.— c£ir/fl!v)  xeu  Tixfyv  xxl  $6%xv,  w?  sJvxi  ry  ij.lv 
VTToa-Txa-et  rpi'x,  Ty  Ss  <rvp(f>(avi'iz  2v;  but  on  the  other  hand,  without  mentioning 
Arius,  it  expressly  rejects  the  Arian  catchwords  objected  to  at  Nicsea.  The  third, 
submitted  by  the  Bishop  of  Tyana,  has  a  still  stronger  anti-Marcellan  colouring 
('I.  Xp.  'QVTX  irpoi;  TOV  ®ebv  ev  vTroa-rxa-et  . . .  psvovrx  fit;  TC</?  aiavec$),  repudiates 
Marcelius,  Sabellius,  and  Paul  of  Samosata  by  name,  but  otherwise  in  place  of  all 
other  possible  designations  it  has  the  Nicene  sounding:  ®ebv  retetov  ex  ®eoS 
.  At  length  the  fourth  formula,  drawn  up  some  months  later,  became  the 
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During  the  following  years  Constantius'  hands  were  tied  by 
the  Persian  war,  and  he  was  forced  to  keep  on  good  terms 
with  his  brother  so  as  to  avoid  having  trouble  on  the  western 
boundary  of  his  kingdom  also.  At  the  same  time,  just  after  the 
death  of  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia,  which  took  place  in  the  autumn 
of  342,  the  party  amongst  the  conservatives  of  the  East  who, 
partly  no  doubt  for  political  reasons,  were  actually  set  on 
coming  to  an  agreement  with  the  West,  gained  the  lead. 
A  general  Council  which  was  summoned  by  Constans  to  meet 
at  Sardica  in  the  summer  of  343  and  was  approved  of  by 
Constantius,  was  to  restore  the  unity  of  the  Church.  But  the 
Western  bishops,  about  a  hundred  in  number,  rejected  the  pre 
liminary  demand  of  the  Eastern  bishops  for  the  deposition  of 
Athanasius  and  Marcellus,  both  of  whom  were  present  in  Sar 
dica  ;  pronounced  sentence  of  deposition  upon  the  leaders  of  the 
Orientals  after  the  exodus  of  the  latter;  after  an  investigation 
declared  the  bishops  attacked  to  be  innocent,  that  is  to  say, 
orthodox;  avowed  their  belief  in  the  Nicene  Creed,  and  under 
the  guidance  of  Hosius  took  up  the  most  rigid  attitude  possible 
on  the  doctrinal  question.1  In  opposition  to  this  the  bishops, 

final  one.  It  is  constructed  as  far  as  possible  on  the  model  of  the  Nicene  Creed; 
at  the  end  too  some  Arian  catchwords  are  expressly  condemned.  The  most  im 
portant  propositions  run  thus:  xxt  elf  rbv  povoyevy  ctlrov  viov,  rbv  xvpiov  fipwv  'I. 
Xp.,  rov  vfb  TTXVTUV  ruv  xiwvuv  en  rov  Trxrpbi;  yevvyQevrx,  ®ebv  ex  ®eov,  (peas  tx. 
$ur6c,  . .  .  A^ycv  '6vrx  xxi  trotyixv  xxi  avvx/uv  xxi  %wi<v  xxi  <£>»<;  aAvjS/vov,  at  the 
close  of  this  section  (against  Marcellus):  ov  fixirtteix  xxxrx*.vroe;  oiirx  Six/iivel  sic 
TOt/c  xTrsipovs  xiuvxf  'sffrxi  >yxp  xxQe^J/tevoi;  tv  £e%iiz  rov  Trxrpbt;  ov  povov  sv  ria 
xiuvi  rovrta,  aAA.2  xxi  ev  TW  /!4eAAoi/T<.  All  four  formulae  have  this  in  common,, 
that  they  are  compatible  with  the  theology  of  Origen  ;  the  three  last,  that  Arianism 
in  the  strict  sense  is  repudiated.  The  fourth  was  communicated  to  the  Emperor 
Constans  by  a  deputation  in  Gaul.  For  the  rest  it  ought  not  to  be  forgotten  that  the 
Eusebians  formally  adhered  to  the  basis  of  the  Nicene  Creed ;  see  Hefele  I.,  p.  502  ff. 

1  Sardica  was  situated  in  the  territory  of  Constans.  The  most  influential  of  the 
Eastern  bishops  were  present.  Hosius  took  the  lead.  (Histor.  Arian  15.)  The 
formal  restatement  of  the  Nicene  Creed  desired  by  some  of  them  was  not  proceeded 
with.  (Athan.  Tom.  ad  Antioch.  5  against  Socrates  II.,  20) ;  but  the  description  of 
the  Faith  which  will  be  found  at  the  close  of  the  encyclical  letter,  although  it  is 
not  to  be  regarded  as  an  official  declaration,  is  a  document  whose  importance  has 
hitherto  not  been  sufficiently  recognised.  It  originated  with  Hosius  and  Protogenes 
of  Sardica,  and  is  the  most  unambiguous  expression  of  the  Western  •view  in  the 
matter,  so  unambiguous  that  for  the  moment  it  seemed  even  to  the  orthodox  Orien 
tals  themselves  to  be  questionable  (the  formula  is  in  Theodoret  II.  8,  lat.  trans- 
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who  met  together  in  the  neighbouring  Philippopolis,  framed  a 
circular  letter,  dated  from  Sardica,  in  which  they  set  forth  the 
illegality  of  the  procedure  of  their  opponents,  and  confessed  the 
faith  in  terms  essentially  identical  with  those  of  the  fourth  form 
ula  of  Antioch.1 

The  endeavours  of  Constantius  to  give  efficacy  2  to  the  resolu 
tions  of  his  bishops  fell  through;  in  fact,  the  shameless  attempt 
to  set  a  trap  for  the  two  Western  bishops  sent  as  a  deputation 
from  Sardica  to  Constantius  and  provided  with  a  letter  of  intro 
duction  from  Constans,  and  who  were  to  try  and  effect  the  recall 
of  the  banished  bishops,  turned  out  to  their  advantage.3  Con 
stantius,  so  at  least  it  seems,  had  not  for  a  while  any  real 
confidence  in  his  own  party;  or  was  it  that  he  was  afraid  to 
rouse  his  brother?  In  a  long-winded  formula  drawn  up  at 
Antioch  in  the  summer  of  344  they  once  more  sought  to  hint 
to  the  West  their  orthodoxy  and  to  suggest  the  minimum  of 
their  demands.4  The  Church  in  the  West,  it  is  true,  rejected  at 

lation  Discovered  by  Maffei).  It  is  here  first  of  all  that  the  proposition  is  found: 
Hiatv  vTrdffTcariv,  jjv  otlrot  ol  x/ferixoi  ovtrixv  vpoo-ayopevoviri  (for  virofractriv  we 
have  ia  the  ^Latin  "substantiam"),  TOV  vxTpot;  xat  rov  vtov  xxl  rov  ay/ov  Trvevpee- 
TOS.  Kelt  el  fyro'iev,  TIC,  TOV  vi'ov  $  vir6<rT««ri$  errtv,  opoAoyovpev  we,  xurtf  ty  $ 
IJ.6vvi  rov  Trxrpdi;  opoAoyovpev*,.  In  the  second  place  the  doctrine  of  the  Son  is 
put  in  such  a  way  that  one  can  very  easily  understand  how  the  Westerns  refused 
to  condemn  Marcellus:  there  are  turns  of  expression  which  approach  the  doctrine 
of  Marcellus.  (A  comparison  with  the  Christology  of  Prudemius  is  instructive  in 
this  connection.)  Ursacius  and  Valens  amongst  others  were  declared  deposed. 
Their  bishoprics  were  situated  in  the  territory  of  Constans,  but  they  were  of  an 
Arian  way  of  thinking.  Hefele,  op.  cit.  p.  533  ff.,  treats  in  great  detail  the  canons 
and  acts  of  the  Council. 

1  Above  all,  the  Eusebians  repeated  their  old  statement  that  the  decrees  of 
deposition  pronounced  by  Councils  in  reference  to  bishops  are  irrevocable.  So  too 
they  held  to  the  charges  against  Marcellus  (of  erroneous  doctrine)  and  against 
Athanasius  (of  flagrant  abuse  of  his  power).  There  is  a  wish  to  introduce  some 
thing  entirely  new,  "ut  orientales  episcopi  ab  occidentalibus  judicarentur"  :  but 
whoever  holds  by  Marcellus  and  Athanasius  let  him  be  Anathema.  The  doctrinal 
formula  (Hilarius  Fragm.  III.  and  de  synod,  34)  differs  little  from  the  fourth  formula 
of  Antioch  and  thus  condemns  Arianism.  Formally  the  Easterns  were  in  the 
right  as  regards  Athanasius. 

:    Histor.  Arian.   18,   19. 

3  Histor.    Arian.    20;  Theodoret  II.    9,  10.     Bishop  Stephanus  of  Antioch,  who 
had  tried  the  trick,  was  deposed. 

4  Their  motive  in  bringing  forward  the  new  formula  was  by  almost  completely 
meeting    the    demands    of   the    Westerns   in  reference  to  the  doctrinal  question,  to 
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both  the  Councils  held  at  Milan  in  the  years  345  and  347,  the 
teaching  of  Photinus  of  Sirmium,  who,  in  a  surprising  fashion, 
had  developed  an  Adoptian  doctrinal  system  out  of  the  doctrine 
of  Marcellus,1  but  otherwise  remained  firm;  and  the  ship  of  the 
Eusebians  already  appeared  to  be  in  so  great  danger  that  its 
two  chief  pilots,  Ursacius  and  Valens,  preferred  to  go  over  to 

induce  them  to  give  way  on  the  personal  question.  (Ekthesis  macrostichos,  see  Athan., 
de  synod.  26:  Socrat  II.  19).  It  begins  with  the  fourth  formula  of  Antioch, 
then  follow  detailed  explanations  of  the  faith  as  against  the  Arians,  Sabelliaiis, 
Marcellus,  and  Photinus  who  is  mentioned  here  for  the  first  time.  Spite  of  the 
polemic  against  the  proposition  of  Athanasius — who  is,  however,  not  mentioned  by 
name — that  the  Son  is  begotten  ov  fiovAijo-si  ovSs  QeAya-st,  this  formula  indicates 
the  greatest  approach  conceivable  on  the  part  of  the  Eusebians  towards  meeting 
the  views  of  their  opponents.  They  emphasise  in  the  strongest  way  the  unity  of 
the  one  Godhead  (c.  4)  :  O\JTS  pyv,  rpi'x  o^o^o'yovvTet;  Trpxy/tXTX  xxi  Tpix  Trpoa-wirx 
(it  has  to  be  noticed  that  the  bishops  avoid  the  expression  three  "substances  or 
hypostases"  and  use  the  Western  vfoo-wKov  which  had  been  brought  into  discredit 
by  Sabellius)  TOV  irxTpbi;  xxi  TOV  vlov  xxi  TOV  x.  KvevpxTOs  XXTX  TX$  ypxtyxi;,  rpe7? 
Six  TOVTO  ®eoi/<;  Troiov/tev,  and  they  expressed  themselves  in  such  a  way  in  c.  9, 
that  the  words  must  pass  for  an  unobjectionable  paraphrase  of  the  Homousios. 
They  are  practically  the  very  same  expressions  as  those  used  by  Athanasius  to 
describe  the  relation  of  Father  and  Son.  "Homousios"  is,  however,  wanting:  but, 
on  the  other  hand,  we  find  here,  so  far  as  I  know,  for  the  first  time :  XXTX  TTXVTX 
Vfioiov.  Socrates,  II.  20,  has  candidly  remarked  on  the  formula  macrostichos:  TXVTX 
01  XXTX  TX  eo-Trepix  pepy  tJrtffKinrot  Six  TO  xbhoyhciia-trovt;  sivxi  xxi  Six  TO  py 
trvvievxt  ov  7rpoa-£$£%ovTO,  txpxs'iv  Tyv  ev  Nixxia  TCIITTIV  heyovTSC.  On  the  Acts  of  a 
Synod  at  Koln,  from  which  we  gather  that  Bishop  Euphrates  of  Koln  who  was 
sent  to  Antioch  from  Sardica,  had  afterwards  fallen  away  to  Arianism,  see  Rett- 
berg  (K.-G.  Deutschlands,  I.,  p.  123  ff.)  and  Hauck  (K.-G.  Deutschlands,  I.,  p.  47  f.), 
who  are  opposed  to  their  genuineness;  Friedrich  (K.-G.  Deutschland,  I.,  p.  277  f.) 
and  Soder  (Stud.  u.  Mitth.  aus.  d.  Benedict.  Orden,  fourth  year's  issue,  I.,  p.  295  f., 
II.,  p.  344  f.,  fifth  year,  I.,  p.  83  f.)  who  are  in  favour  of  it. 

1  Photinus  of  Sirmium,  a  fellow-countryman  and  pupil  of  Marcellus,  developed 
the  doctrinal  system  of  the  master  in  such  a  way  as  to  represent  even  the  eve pyeiz. 
Spxo-Tixj  of  God  as  not  assuming  a  concrete  hypostatic  form  in  Jesus  Christ,  (or 
if  it  did  take  a  concrete  form  as  a  hypostasis,  then  this  was  a  purely  human  one — 
the  matter  is  not  quite  clear).  He  thus  rigidly  held  fast  the  single  personality  of 
God,  and  accordingly,  like  Paul  of  Samosata,  saw  in  Jesus  a  man  miraculously  born 
(Zahn,  op.  cit.,  p.  192  combats  this;  but  neither  is  the  evidence  that  Photinus  denied 
the  birth  from  the  Virgin  Mary  certain  enough,  nor  is  it  in  itself  credible  that  a 
catholic  bishop  in  the  fourth  century  should  have  departed  so  far  from  the  tradi 
tion),  predestined  to  his  office  by  God,  and  who  in  virtue  of  his  moral  development 
has  attained  to  divine  honour.  We  thus  have  here  the  last  inherently  logical 
attempt  to  guard  Christian  monotheism,  entirely  to  discard  the  philosophical 
Logos-doctrine,  and  to  conceive  of  the  Divine  in  Christ  as  a  divine  effect.  But 
this  attempt  was  no  longer  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  of  the  age ;  Photinus 
was  charged  on  all  sides  with  teaching  erroneous  doctrine.  His  writings  have  dis- 
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the  opposite  party  and  to  make  their  peace  with  Athanasius.1 
Constantius,  very  sorely  pressed  by  the  Persians,  sought  to  have 
peace  in  the  Church  at  any  price  and  even  granted  the  prayer 
of  his  brother's  protege,  Athanasius,  and  allowed  him  to  return 
to  Alexandria  (in  October  346),  where  Gregory  meanwhile 
had  died  (in  June  345  '*).  The  bishop  got  an  enthusiastic  wel 
come  in  his  city.  The  protest  of  the  Eastern  Council  at 
Sirmium — the  first  Council  of  Sirmium — had  no  effect.  A  large 
number  of  the  Eastern  bishops  were  themselves  tired  of  the 
controversy,  and  it  almost  looked  as  if  the  refusal  of  the  West 
to  condemn  Marcellus  together  with  the  word  opoo'J<rio<:,  now 
virtually  constituted  the  only  stone  of  offence.3 

appeared:  compare  the  scattered  statements  regarding  him  in  Athanasius,  Hilary, 
the  Church  historians,  Epiph.  H.  72  and  the  anathemas  of  various  Councils,  see 
also  Vigilius  Taps.  adv.  Arian.,  Sabell.  et  Photin.).  The  two  Milan  Councils,  the 
date  of  which  is  not  quite  certain,  condemned  him,  so  too  did  a  Sirmian  Council 
of  Eusebians  which  was  perhaps  held  as  early  as  347.  Still  he  remained  in  office 
till  351,  held  in  high  respect  by  his  congregation.  That  the  macrostic  Confession 
of  the  Orientals  ought  not  all  the  same  to  be  accepted  as  so  orthodox  as  it  from  its 
wording  appears  to  be,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  the  Eastern  bishops  who  were 
deputed  to  take  it  to  the  West  declined  at  Milan  to  condemn  Arianism  too.  (Hila- 
rius,  Fragm.  V.) 

i  For  the  documents  relating  to  their  conversion,  which  was  hypocritical  and 
dictated  entirely  by  policy,  and  to  their  complete  recognition  of  Athanasius,  see 
Athanas.  Apol.  c.  Arian.  58,  Hilar.,  Fragm.  II. 

"  Schiller  (op.  cit.  p.  282).  u  As  a  matter  of  fact  Constans  wished  to  establish 
a  kind  of  supremacy  in  relation  to  his  brother,  which  in  spiritual  matters  was  to 
be  exercised  through  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  Trusting  to  his  support,  deposed  bishops 
on  their  own  authority  returned  to  their  dioceses,  without  having  received  the 
sanction  of  the  Emperor.  The  restoration  of  Athanasius  resolved  on  by  the  Coun 
cil  was  a  direct  interference  with  the  sovereignty  of  Constantius  . . .  But  Constans 
was  able  once  more  to  make  such  a  skilful  use  of  the  existing  Persian  difficulty 
that  his  brother  yielded."  The  fact  is  that  the  recall  of  Athanasius  was  altogether 
forced  upon  Constantius;  the  relation  of  the  great  bishop  to  his  Emperor 
time  was  not  that  of  a  subject,  but  that  of  a  hostile  power  with  which  he  had 
treat.  This  is  naturally  glossed  over  in  the  papers  issued  by  Constantius  referring 
to  the  recall.  It  is  specially  characteristic  that  Athanasius  did  not  personally 
present  himself  before  Constantius  till  after  repeated  invitations;  see,  above  all, 
Apol.  c.  Arian.  51—56,  Hist.  Arian.  21—23. 

a    A    Council    of   Jerusalem    held    in    346    under    Maximus    actually    recognised 
\thanasius    as    a  member  of  the  Church.    (Apol.   c.  Arian.  57).    Cyril's  C 
shew    the    standpoint    of   the  Oriental  extreme  Right;  they  are  undoubtedly  h 
on    Orig.    de    princip.;  but   they  faithfully  express  the  Christological  standpoint  c 
the   formula  macrostichos;  the  W<«  °nly  is  wantin^  as,  r«g*rds 
the  Faith    Cyril  is  orthodox.  The  polemic  directed  against  Sabelhus  and  Man*. 
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But  the  death  of  Constans  in  350  and  the  overthrow  of  the 
usurper  Magnentius  in  353  changed  everything.  If  in  these  last 
years  Constantius  had  been  compelled  by  the  necessities  of  the 
situation  to  submit  to  the  bishops,  his  own  subjects,  who  had 
ruled  his  deceased  brother,  now  that  he  was  sole  sovereign  he 
was  more  than  ever  resolved  to  govern  the  Church  and  to  pay 
back  the  humiliations  which  he  had  undergone.1  Already  in 
the  year  351  the  Easterns  had  at  Sirmium — the  second  Council — 
again  agreed  upon  taking  common  action,  and  Ursacius  and 
Valens  promptly  rejoined  them."  The  great  thing  now  was  to 
humiliate  the  stubborn  West.  Constantius  set  about  the  task 
with  wisdom,  but  what  he  wanted  done  he  carried  out  by  the 
sheer  force  of  terror.  He  demanded  only  the  condemnation  of 
Athanasius,  his  mortal  enemy,  as  a  rebel,  and  purposely  put 
the  doctrinal  question  in  the  background.  He  forced  the  West 
ern  bishops,  at  Aries  in  353  and  at  Milan  in  355.,  to  agree  to 
this,  by  terrorising  the  Councils.  The  moral  overthrow  of  the 
Westerns  was  scarcely  less  complete  than  that  of  the  Easterns 
at  Nicaea.  Though  the  great  majority  were  unaware  of  the 
struggle  and  were  not  forced  to  adopt  a  new  confessional 

(Catech.  15,  27)  is  severe  and  very  bitter;  Arianism  is  also  refuted,  but  without 
any  mention  of  names.  Jews,  Samaritans,  and  Manicheans  are  the  chief  opponents 
referred  to,  and  Cyril  is  at  great  pains  everywhere  to  adduce  the  biblical  grounds 
for  the  formulae  which  he  uses.  The  Catecheses  of  Cyril  are  a  valuable  document 
in  illustration  of  the  fact  that  amongst  the  Eastern  opponents  of  the  Nicene  for 
mula  there  were  bishops  who,  while  fully  recognising  that  Arianism  was  in  the 
wrong,  could  not  bring  themselves  to  use  a  doctrinal  formula  which  seemed  to  them 
a  source  of  ceaseless  strife  and  to  be  unbiblical  besides. 

1  Schiller  (p.  283  f.)  supposes  that  Constantius  was  apprehensive  before  this 
that  Athanasius  would  declare  for  Magnentius.  Hence  his  friendly  letter  to  Athana 
sius  after  the  death  of  Constans,  Hist.  Arian.  24. 

-  Photinus  was  deposed  here.  The  Creed  of  this  Council,  the  first  formula  of 
Sirmium  (in  Athanas.,  de  synod.  27.  Hilar.  de  synod.  38  and  Socr.  II.,  30),  is 
identical  with  the  Fourth  Formula  of  Antioch,  but  numerous  anathemas  are  added 
to  it  in  which  formula.'  such  as  ''two  gods",  (2),  "  TT  A  XT -u 07/0$  TY\*  oua-t'xi;  eirriv  6 
vio$"  (7),  "  Aoyes  evSixieroi;  vj  TrpoipofiKoi;"  (8)  are  condemned,  and  already  several  ex 
planations  of  Bible  passages  are  branded  as  heretical  (n,  12,  14 — 18).  The  sub 
ordination  of  the  Son  is  expressly  (18)  avowed  in  this  Creed,  which  otherwise 
strongly  resembles  the  Nicene  Creed.  The  anathemas  20 — 23  have  to  do  with 
the  Holy  Ghost.  In  No.  19  the  formula  'ev  irposriiiTrov  is  rejected.  Nos.  12,  13, 
deny  that  the  divine  element  in  Christ  is  capable  of  suffering.  One  can  see  that 
new  questions  have  emerged. 


CHAP,  i.]  TO   THE   DEATH   OF   CONSTANTIUS 


73 


formula,  still  the  fact  could  not  be  concealed  from  those  who 
better  understood  the  state  of  things,  that  the  projected  con 
demnation  of  Athanasius  meant  something  more  than  a  personal 
question.  The  few  bishops  who  refused  were  deposed  and  exiled.1 
The  order  for  his  deposition  was  communicated  to  Athanasius 
in  February  356.  Yielding  only  to  force,  he  made  his  escape 
into  the  desert  where  the  Emperor  could  not  reach  him.  Egypt 
was  in  a  state  of  rebellion,  but  the  revolt  was  put  down  by  the 
Emperor  with  blood.'-  The  unity  of  the  Church  was  restored ; 
above  all,  it  was  once  more  brought  under  the  imperial  sway. 
And  now,  forsooth,  the  orthodox  bishops  who  had  formerly 
secured  so  much  by  the  help  of  Constans  began  to  recollect 
that  the  Emperor  and  the  State  ought  not  to  meddle  with 
religion.  Constantius  became  "Antichrist"  for  those  who  would 
have  lauded  him  as  they  had  his  father  and  his  brother,  if  he 
had  given  them  the  help  of  his  arm:' 

But  the  political  victory  of  the  Eastern  bishops  directly  led 
to  their  disunion ;  for  it  was  only  under  the  tyranny  of  the 
West  and  in  the  fight  against  Athanasius  and  the  word 

1  Of   the    Western    bishops — leaving    out    Pannonia — almost    all  were  orthodox. 
The    Councils — that    of    Aries    was   a   provincial  Council,  that  of  Milan  a  General 
Council,    but    apparently    badly    attended — were    also    managed    by  the  new  Pope 
Liberius  (since  352),  but  ended  quite  contrary  to  his  will.     The  best  description  is 
in  Kriiger  Lucifer,  pp.   II — 20.    At  Aries  Paulinus  of  Trier  was  the  only  one  who 
remained  firm,  and  he  was  exiled  to  Phrygia:  even  the  Papal  legates  yielded.     At 
Milan    Lucifer  and  Eusebius.  of  Vercelli  were  exiled,  and  also  Dionysius  of  Milan, 
although    he    had    agreed  to  the  condemnation  of  Athanasius.     Soon  after  Hosius, 
Liberius,  and  Hilary  had  to  follow  them   into  exile.  In  Milan  Constantius  actually 
ruled    the  Church,  but  with  a   brutal  terrorism.    There  are  characteristic  utterances 
of  his  in  Lucifer's  works  and  in  Athanasius. 

2  Already  in  the  years  immediately  preceding,  an  incessant  agitation  had  again 
been  kept  up  against  Athanasius;  see  Socr.  II.,  26,  Sozom.  IV.,  9,  Athan.  Apol.  ad 
Const.    2    sq.,    14    sq.,    19    sq.     He    betook  himself  to  the  desert,  but  later  on  he 
seems  to  have  remained  in  hiding  in  Alexandria.    No  one,  it  would  appear,  cared 
to  secure  the  price  set  upon  his  head.     We  have  several  writings  of  his  belonging 
to  this  period.     His  successor,  George,  was  pretty  much  isolated  in  Alexandria. 

3  The    watchword    of  the  "independence"  of  the  Church  of  the  State  was  now 
issued    by    Athanasius,  Hilary,  and  above  all  by  the  hot-blooded  Lucifer.     Hilary, 
who    first  emerges  into  notice  in  355,  speedily  gained  a  high  reputation.     He  was 
the  first  theologian  of  the  West  to  penetrate  into  the  secrets  of  the  Nicene  Creed, 
and  with  all  his  dependence  on  Athanasius  was  an  original  thinker,  who,  as  a  theolo 
gian,    far  surpassed  the  Alexandrian  Bishop.     On  his  theology  see  the   monograph 
by  Reinkens,  also  Mohler,  op.  cit.  449  ff.,  and  Dorner. 
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"  oftoou&ici; "  that  they  had  become  united.  Above  all,  Arianism 
in  its  rigid,  aggressive  form  again  made  its  appearance.  Aetius 
and  Eunomius,  two  theologians  of  spirit  who  had  been  trained 
in  the  Aristotelian  dialectic,  and  were  opponents  of  Platonic 
speculation,  expressed  its  tenets  in  the  plainest  possible  way, 
would  have  nothing  to  do  with  any  mediation,  and  had  no 
scruple  in  openly  proclaiming  the  conversion  of  religion  into 
morality  and  syllogistic  reasoning.  The  formulae  which  they 
and  their  followers,  Aetians,  Eunomians,  Exukontians,  Heterou- 
siasts,  Anomceans,  defended,  ran  thus:  "  hsporyz  HUT"  OUT'IM", 
" av 6 [AS  10 z  HOC}  y,xrx  TTXVTX  %%}  zxr*  cvvlixv"  ("different  in  sub 
stance",  "unlike  in  everything  and  also  in  substance").  If  they 
allowed  that  the  Son  perfectly  knows  the  Father,  this  was  not 
in  any  way  a  concession,  but  an  expression  of  the  thought  that 
there  is  no  kind  of  mystery  about  the  Godhead,  which  on  the 
contrary  can  be  perfectly  known  by  every  rightly  instructed 
man.  And  so  too  the  statement  that  the  Logos  had  his  superior 
dignity  from  the  date  of  his  creation,  and  did  not  first  get  it 
by  being  tested,  was  not  intended  at  all  as  a  weakening  of 
the  Arian  dogma,  but  as  an  expression  of  the  fact  that  God 
the  Creator  has  assigned  its  limit  to  every  being.1  The  great 
majority  of  the  Eastern  bishops,  for  whom  the  Origenistic  for 
mulae  in  very  varied  combinations  were  authoritative,  were 
opposed  to  this  party.  The  old  watchword,  however,  "  the 
unchangeable  image",  which  was  capable  of  different  interpre 
tations,  now  received  in  opposition  to  Arianism,  in  its  strict 
form,  and  on  the  basis  of  the  formulae  of  Antioch,  more  and 
more  a  precise  signification  as  implying  that  the  Son  is  of  like 
nature  with  the  Father  in  respect  of  substance  also,  and  not 
only  in  respect  of  will  (ofAOtog  ZXTX  TTXVTX  zx}  zzrx  ryv  GVTiatv), 
and  that  his  begetting  is  not  an  act  at  all  identical  with  creation. 

o  o 

The  likeness  of  the  qualities  of  Son  and  Father  was  more  and 
more  recognised  here ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  substantial  unity 
was  disallowed,  so  as  to  avoid  getting  on  the  track  of  Marcel- 

1  After  the  full  account  given  of  the  theology  of  Arius  there  was  no  need 
for  any  detailed  description  of  the  theology  of  Aetius  and  Eunomius;  for  it  is 
nothing  but  logical  Arianism  ;  see  on  the  *E.y.Se<rn;  Trta-ricai;  and  the  'AsroAoyifT/xc'? 
of  Eunomius  Fabricius-Harless  T.  IX.  The  rejection  of  all  conciliatory  formulae  is 
characteristic. 
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lus;  i.e.,  these  theologians  did  not,  like  Athanasius,  advance 
from  the  unity  to  the  mystery  of  the  duality,  but,  on  the  con 
trary,  still  started  from  the  duality  and  sought  to  reach  the 
unity  by  making  Father  and  Son  perfectly  co-ordinate.  They 
therefore  still  had  a  (rteo?  SsvTspot,  and  in  accordance  with  this 
excluded  the  idea  of  full  community  of  substance.  The  leaders 
of  these  Homoiousians,  also  called  semi-Arians,  were  George  of 
Laodicea, '  Eustathius  of  Sebaste,  Eusebius  of  Emesa,  Basilius 
of  Ancyra,  and  others. 

The  point  of  supreme  importance  with  the  Emperor  neces 
sarily  was  to  maintain  intact  the  unity  between  those  who  up 
till  now  had  been  united,  but  this  was  all  the  more  difficult  as 
the  Homoiousians  more  and  more  developed  their  doctrinal 
system  in  such  a  way  that  their  ideas  came  to  have  weight 
even  with  those  Westerns  who  lingered  in  exile  in  the  East  and 
whose  theology  was  on  Nicene  lines.2  Some  bishops  who  were 
devoted  to  Constantius  and  who  represented  simply  and  solely 
the  interests  of  the  Emperor  and  of  the  Empire,  now  sought 
by  means  of  a  formula  of  the  most  indefinite  possible  character 
to  unite  Arians  and  semi-Arians.  These  were  Ursacius,  Valens, 
Acacius  of  Cxsarea,  and  Eudoxius  of  Antioch.  If  up  till  356 
the  Nicene  Creed  had,  strictly  speaking,  been  merely  evaded, 
now  at  last  a  Confession  was  to  be  openly  brought  forward 
in  direct  opposition  to  the  Nicene  Creed.  Simple  likeness  of 
nature  was  to  be  the  dogmatic  catchword,  all  more  definite 
characterisations  being  omitted,  and  in  support  of  this,  appeal 
was  made  to  the  insoluble  mystery  presented  by  the  Holy 
Scriptures  (oftoioe  xzrx  rxc  ypzQzc — like  according  to  the 
Scriptures).  This  ingenious  formula,  along  with  which,  it  is  true, 
was  a  statement  expressly  emphasising  the  subordination,  left 
it  free  to  every  one  to  have  what  ideas  he  chose  regarding  the 
extent  of  the  qualities  of  Father  and  Son,  which  were  thus 
declared  to  be  of  like  kind.  The  relative  Gftoioc  did  not  neces 

1  Drziseke  (Ges.  patristische  Unters.,  1889,  p.   i   ff.)  wishes  to  credit  him  with  the 
anonymous    work    against    the  Manicheans,  which  Lagarde  discovered  (1859)  in  a 
MS.  of  Titus  of  Bostra. 

2  With    Hilary,     for    example,    as    his    work    k'de    synodis"    proves.     It  is  very 
characteristic  that  Lucifer,  the  strictest  of  the  Nicenes,  never  came  to  have  a  clear 
idea  of  the  meaning  of  the  formula',  opoova-iot;  and  ipoiovfftos;  see  Kriiger,  p.  37  f- 
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sarily  exclude  the  relative  avdftotcs,  but  neither  did  it  exclude 
the  bfAOiovvioe.  Already  at  the  third  Council  of  Sirmium  (357), 
after  Constantius,  on  a  visit  to  Rome,  had  overthrown  his 
enemies,  a  formula  was  set  forth  by  the  Western  bishops  of 
as  conciliatory  a  character  so  far  as  Arianism  was  concerned 
as  could  possibly  be  conceived.  It  was  proclaimed  in  presence 
of  the  Emperor,  who  under  the  influence  of  his  consort  came 
more  and  more  to  have  Arian  sympathies.  This  is  the  second 
Sirmian  formula.1  But  the  bishops  assembled  at  Ancyra  did 
not  acquiesce  in  the  move  towards  the  Left  (358j.'J  What  a 

1  The  Confession  is  in  Hilary,  de  Synod,  n,  Athan.  de  synod.  28,  Socrat.  II.  30. 
Valens,  Ursacius  and  Germinius  of  Sirmium  took  the  lead.  The  words  opoovtrioi; 
and  opoiovffios  were  forbidden  as  being  unbiblical  and  because  no  one  could  ex 
press  the  generation  of  the  Son.  It  is  settled  that  the  Father  is  greater,  that  the 
Son  is  subordinate.  Here  too  the  Christological  problem  of  the  future  is  already 
touched  upon.  Hilary  pronounces  the  formula  blasphemous.  It  marks  the  turning- 
point  in  the  long  controversy  to  this  extent  that  it  is  the  first  public  attempt  to 
controvert  the  Nicene  Creed.  Against  it  Phobadius  wrote  the  tractate  "  de  filii  divi- 
nitate",  which  is  severely  Western-Nicene  in  tone,  and  in  this  respect  is  markedly 
different  from  the  conciliatory  work  of  Hilary  "de  synodis";  see  on  it  Gwatkin, 
p.  159  sq.  The  Eastern  bishops  Acacius  and  Uranius  of  Tyre,  who  shared  the 
sentiments  of  the  court-bishops,  accorded  a  vote  of  thanks  to  the  latter  at  a  Council 
at  Antioch,  held  in  358.  Hosius  subscribed  the  second  Sirmian  formula  (Socr.  II.  31). 

J  Ae'tius  was  in  high  favour  with  Eudoxius  of  Antioch,  and  his  pupils  occupied 
the  Eastern  bishoprics.  The  manifesto  of  Sirmium  appeared  like  an  edict  of  tole 
ration  for  strict  Arianism.  At  the  instigation  of  George  of  Laodicea  some  Semi- 
Arians  joined  together  to  oppose  it  at  the  Council  of  Ancyra.  The  comprehensive 
synodal-letter  of  Ancyra  (Epiph.  p.  73,  2 — n,  see  Hilar.  de  synod)  indicates  the 
transition  on  the  part  of  the  Semi-Arians  to  the  point  of  view  at  which  the 
Niceans  were  able  to  meet  them.  It  was  re-echoed  in  the  writings  of  Hilary  and 
Athanasius  de  synodis  (358—359).  The  Semi-Arians  at  Ancyra  took  up  a  position 
based  on  the  fourth  Antiochian  formula,  which  was  also  that  of  Philippopolis  and 
of  the  First  Sirmian  Council,  but  they  explained  that  the  new  Arianism  made  it 
necessary  to  have  precise  statements.  The  following  are  the  most  important  ex 
planations  given  j  (i)  the  name  Father  by  its  very  form  points  to  the  fact  that  God 
must  be  the  author  of  a  substance  of  like  quality  with  Him  (x't-riot;  6 poises  eturov 
ol<rtot$):  TT«;  ireeriip  opo/cei;  aevrov  ovviotc,  vosHrxi  varyf — this  does  away  with  the 
relation  of  Logos-Son  and  world-idea — (2)  the  designation  "Son"  excludes  every 
thing  of  a  created  kind  and  involves  the  full  6pot6r^s,  (3)  "  the  Son "  is  conse 
quently  Son  in  the  peculiar  and  unique  sense,  and  the  analogy  with  men  as  sons 
of  God  is  thus  done  away  with.  The  likeness  in  substance  is  further  based  on 
Bible  statements,  and  in  the  19  anathemas  together  with  Sabellianism  all  formulae 
are  rejected  which  express  less  than  likeness  in  substance.  Finally,  however, 
" opoova-ios "  too,  together  with  the  characteristic  addition  "»j  Tsevroovirios"  has  an 
anathema  attached  to  it,  i.e.,  the  substantial  unity  of  essence  is  rejected  as  Sabellian. 


CHAI>.  I.]  TO   THE   DEATH    OF   CONSTANTIUS  77 

change !  Easterns  now  defended  purity  of  doctrine  against 
Arianising  Westerns !  A  deputation  from  this  Council  succeeded 
in  paralysing  the  influence  of  the  Arians  with  Constantius,  and 
in  asserting  at  the  Fourth  Council  of  Sirmium,  in  358,  their 
fundamental  principles  to  which  the  Emperor  lent  the  weight 
of  his  authority.1  But  the  triumph  of  the  Homoiousians  led 
by  Basilius  Ancyranus  was  of  short  duration.  The  Emperor 
saw  that  the  Church  could  not  be  delivered  up  either  to 
Nicaeans,  to  semi-Arians,  or  to  Arians.  The  alliance  between 
the  two  first  mentioned,  which  was  so  zealously  pushed  on  by 
Hilary,  was  not  yet  perfect.  A  grand  Council  was  to  declare 
the  imperial  will,  and  Homoiousians  and  Arians  vied  with  each 
other  in  their  efforts  to  get  influencing  it.  The  Homceans  alone, 
however,  both  in  their  character  as  leaders  and  as  led,  con 
curred  with  the  Emperor's  views.  They  were  represented  by 
Ursacius,  Valens,  Marcus  of  Arethusa,  Auxentius  of  Milan,  and 
Germinius  of  Sirmium.  The  fourth  Sirmian  formula  (359),  an 
imperial  cabinet-edict  and  a  political  masterpiece,  was  intended 
to  embody  what  was  to  be  laid  before  the  Council.'  The  latter 

The  Conservatives  of  the  East  have  undoubtedly  here  quite  changed  their  ground. 
A  definitely  denned  doctrine  has  taken  the  place  of  prolix  formulae,  at  once 
cosmological  and  soteriological  in  drift,  and  derived  from  Origen,  Lucian,  and 
Eusebius. 

1  The  victory  of  the  Semi-Arians  at  the  court  is  a  turn  of  affairs  which  we 
cannot  clearly  explain.  The  fact  is  incontestable.  The  third  formula  of  Sirmium, 
drawn  up  at  the  Fourth  Council  of  Sirmium,  is  identical  with  the  fourth  Antiochian 
formula.  That  Constantius  should  have  fallen  back  on  this  is  perhaps  to  be  ex 
plained  from  the  fact  that  the  disturbances  at  Rome  made  it  necessary  for  him  to 
send  Liberius  back  there,  though  the  most  he  could  hope  for  was  to  get  him  to 
subscribe  that  formula,  but  not  the  manifesto  of  the  year  357.  He  actually  got  him 
to  do  this,  i.e.,  Liberius  subscribed  several  older  confessional  formularies  which 
originated  at  a  time  when  the  Nicene  Creed  had  been  only  indirectly  attacked.  It 
was  not  only,  however,  that  Liberius  bought  his  freedom  at  that  time,  but  it  was 
actually  for  the  time  being  a  question  of  a  general  victory  of  the  Homoiousians, 
which  they  used  too  entirely  in  their  own  interest,  after  all  the  bishops  present  at 
Sirmium,  including  Ursacius  and  Valens,  had  had  to  make  up  their  minds  to  sub 
scribe  the  synodal  decrees.  Eudoxius  of  Antioch  and  Aetius  and  in  addition  70 
Anomceans  were  banished  at  the  instigation  of  Basil  of  Ancyra  and  there  were 
many  instances  of  the  violent  use  of  power.  One  cannot  be  certain  if  these  same 
violent  proceedings  did  not  bring  about  once  more  a  quick  change  of  feeling  on 
the  part  of  the  Emperor. 

-  The  Council  was  intended  to  bring  about  at  last  a  general  peace ;  at  first  the 
Emperor  evidently  intended  to  summon  it  to  meet  at  Nicsea  (Soz.  IV.  16),  then 
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was  summoned  to  meet  at  Rimini  and  Seleucia  because  the 
circumstances  in  the  East  and  West  respectively  differed  so 
very  much.  In  May  359  more  than  four  hundred  Western 
bishops  assembled  at  Rimini.  They  were  instructed  to  treat 
only  of  matters  relating  to  the  Faith  and  not  to  leave  the 
Council  till  the  unity  aimed  at  had  been  attained.  But  the 
Emperor's  confidants  failed  to  induce  the  great  majority  of  the 
members  to  accept  the  Sirmian  formula.  The  bishops,  on  the 
contrary,  took  their  stand  on  the  basis  of  the  Nicene  Creed 
which  had  been  abandoned  during  these  last  years,  rejected 
Arianism  and  declared  its  friends  deposed.  But  when  they 
sought  by  means  of  a  Deputation  to  get  the  Emperor  to  give 
his  sanction  to  their  decisions,  they  did  not  get  a  hearing.  The 
Deputation  was  not  admitted  to  the  Emperor's  presence,  was 
at  first  detained  and  then  conducted  to  Nice  in  Thrace,  where 
the  members  at  last  shewed  themselves  docile  enough  to  sign 
a  formula — the  formula  of  Nice— which  was  undoubtedly  essenti 
ally  identical  with  the  Confession  which  the  Westerns  had 
themselves  drawn  up  two  years  earlier  at  Sirmium,  at  the  third 
Synod  in  357 — ("the  Son  is  like  the  Father  [XKTX  TTZVTX,  is 
omitted]  according  to  the  Scriptures").  Armed  with  this  docu- 

Nicomedia  was  next  considered  as  a  likely  place,  but  it  was  destroyed  by  an  earth 
quake.  Then  it  was  that  Nicsea  was  again  thought  of;  Basil  of  Ancyra  had  still 
a  great  influence  at  the  time.  Finally,  the  party  opposed  to  this  was  victorious,  and 
the  plan  of  a  division  of  the  Councils  was  carried  through.  But  it  was  just  this 
opposition-party  which  now  wished  to  unite  all  parties  in  a  Homcean  Confession 
and  gained  over  the  Emperor  to  assent  to  this.  The  actual  result,  however,  was 
that  Homceans  and  Anomoeans  on  the  one  hand,  Homoiousians  and  Homousians 
011  the  other,  more  and  more  drew  together.  Hilary,  who  was  staying  in  the  East, 
had  indeed  already  explained  to  his  Gallic  compatriots  that  it  was  possible  to 
attach  an  "unpious"  meaning  to  6/j.oova-iot;  quite  as  readily  as  to  opoiova-toi;.  The 
bishops  assembled  in  presence  of  the  Emperor  now  composed  in  advance  for  the 
Council  a  Confession  which,  since  Semi-Arians  were  also  present,  might  serve  as  a 
means  of  reconciling  Homcean  and  Homoiousian  conceptions.  It  was  already  evident 
at  the  time  of  signing  it  that  it  was  differently  interpreted.  The  catchwords  ran 
thus:  'dpoiov  TTtxrpl  KXTX  Tce$  'ypxtyxt; — 'diJ.otovKXTXTrxvTXuso/x'yiati'ypxtyxit.e'yovo-tv. 
Valens  signed  it  and  at  the  same  time  simply  repeated  the  word  'dfj-oiov  without 
the  xxrx  TTXVTXJ  Basil  in  signing  it  expressly  remarked  that  ITXVTX  included 
being  also.  The  formula  is  in  Athan.  de  synd.  8,  Socrat.  II.  37;  see  Sozom.  IV.  17. 
The  dogmatic  treatise  of  Basil  in  Epiph.  H.  73,  12 — 22,  has  reference  to  this 
formula,  which  Athanasius  (de  syaodis)  had  already  scoffed  at  because  of  its  being 
dated,  i.e.,  because  it  bore  the  signs  of  its  newness  on  its  front. 
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ment  Ursacius  and  Valens  made  their  way  to  Rimini,  taking 
the  deputies  with  them,  and  by  means  of  threats  and  persuasions 
finally  induced  the  Assembly  there  to  accept  the  formula  into 
which  one  could  indeed  read  the  Homoiousia,  but  not  the 
Homousia.  In  the  autumn  of  359  the  Eastern  Synod  met  at 
Seleucia.  The  Homoiousians,  with  whom  some  Niceans  already 
made  common  cause,  had  the  main  say.  Still  the  minority  led 
by  Acacius  and  Eudoxius,  which  defended  the  Sirmian  formula 
and  clung  to  the  likeness  while  limiting  it,  however,  to  the 
will,  was  not  an  insignificant  one.  There  was  an  open  rupture 
in  the  Synod.  The  majority  finally  deposed  the  heads  of  the 
opposition-party.1  But  as  regards  the  East  as  well,  the  decision 
lay  with  the  court.2  The  Emperor,  importuned  on  all  sides,  had 
resolved  to  abandon  the  strict  Arians,  and  accordingly  Aetius 
was  banished  and  his  Homcean  friends  had  to  leave  him,  but 
he  was  also  determined  to  dictate  the  formula  of  Nice  to  the 
Easterns  too.:i  Their  representatives  finally  condescended  to 
recognise  the  formula,  and  this  event  was  announced  at  the 
Council  of  Constantinople  in  360,  and  the  Homoean  Confession 
was  once  more  formulated.4  Although  the  new  Imperial  Con 
fession  involved  the  exclusion  of  the  extreme  Left,  this  did  not 
constitute  its  peculiar  significance.  Had  it  actually  been  what 
it  appeared  to  be,  a  formula  of  union  for  all  who  rejected  the 

1  Socr.    II.    37    explains    that    Nice  was  chosen  with  the  view  of  giving  to  the 
new    formula    a  name  which  sounded  the  same  as  that  of  the  Nicene  Creed.     The 
formula  is  in  Athan.  de  synod.  30,  and  Theodoret  II.  21:  opoiov  xzrx  TXS  ypxfyzi;, 
ov  ryv  yevvyo-iv  ovSei$  olSev.  In  addition:  TO  Se  'QVOIJ.X  rJ}?  outrixi;  oirep  xTr^outrrepov 
Ivereby    vird    ruv    vxrepuv,    zyvoovpevov    $£    ToT?    A«o7?  <rxxvSxA,ov  'e$fpe,  Six  TO  tv 
Txif  yp«4>a<?  TOVTO  w  ex^spetrixi,  typsa-e  TreptxtpeSyvxi  xctl  iruvTehut;  nyStptav  pvtf/uify 
cua-izt;  rov  hoivov  yiveirtixt  .  .  .  pyre  w  $e?v  STTI  Trpoo-ciiTrov  Trxrpbs  xxt  viov  KOil  xylov 
TTvev/txTOt;    fj.ixv    vTroa-TXffiv   6voiJ.x%eo-6zi.     One  might  be  pleased  with  this  rational 
explanation  if  polytheism  did  not  in  fact  lurk  behind  it. 

2  Hilary    was    present    in    Seleucia  and  made  common  cause  with  the  Homoi 
ousians     against    the    others.     Acacius    in    face   of   the    superior    numbers    of   the 
Homoiousians  sought  to  save  his  party  by  drawing  up  a  creed  in  which  he  expressly 
repudiated    the    Anomoeans    and    proclaimed  the  likeness  in  will,  (see  the  creed  in 
Athanas.  de  synod.  29,  Epiph.  H.  73,  c.  25,  Socr.  II.  40).  But  this  did  not  protect 
him  and  his  party. 

3  It  was  on  the  night  of  the  last  day  of  the  year  359  that  the  Emperor  achieved 
the  triumph  of  the  'a'poioi;  in  his  empire. 

4  The  Confession  is  in  Athanas.  de  synod.  30  and  Socr.  II.  41. 


80  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [CHAP.  i. 

unlikeness,  it  would  not  have  been  something  to  be  condemned, 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  State  at  all  events.  But  in  the 
following  year  it  was  recklessly  used  as  a  weapon  against  the 
Homoiousians.1  They  had  to  vacate  all  positions  of  influence, 
and  by  way  of  making  up  for  what  had  been  done  to  the  one 
Aetius,  who  had  been  sacrificed,  his  numerous  friends  were 
installed  as  bishops.2  Under  cover  of  the  "likeness  in  nature" 
a  mild  form  of  Arianism  was  actually  established  in  the 
Church,  modified  chiefly  only  by  the  absence  of  principle.  In 
Gaul  alone  did  the  orthodox  bishops  once  more  bestir  them 
selves  after  Julian  had  in  January  360  been  proclaimed  Augustus 
at  Paris.  a  Constantius  died  in  November  361,  during  the  cam 
paign  against  the  rebels. 

3.      TO   THE   COUNCILS   OF    CONSTANTINOPLE    381.    383. 

The  three  possible  standpoints  — the  Athanasian,  the  Lucianist- 
Arian,  and  the  Origenist,  which  in  opposition  to  the  Arian  had 
gradually  narrowed  itself  down  to  the  Homoiousian — had  been 
set  aside  by  Constantius  in  the  interest  of  the  unity  of  the 
Church.  But  the  Homoean  formula,  which  had  no  firm  theological 
conviction  behind  it,  meant  the  domination  of  a  party  which 
gravitated  towards  Arianism,  i.e.,  which  resolved  faith  in  Jesus 
Christ  into  a  dialectical  discussion  about  unbegotten  and  be 
gotten  and  into  the  conviction  of  the  moral  unity  of  Father 
and  Son.  It  was  for  twenty  years,  with  the  exception  of  a  brief 
interval,  the  dominant  creed  in  the  East.  This  fact  finds  its 
explanation  only  in  the  change,  or  narrowing,  which  came  over 
what  was  at  an  earlier  date  the  middle  party.  The  Arianising 
Homoeans  were  now  conservative  and  in  their  way  even  con 
ciliatory.  They  disposed  of  the  ancient  tradition  of  the  East  as 

1  People  like  Eudoxius  and  Acacius  were  real  victors;  they  got  a  perfectly 
free  hand  for  themselves  against  the  Homoiousians  at  the  cost  of  the  condemnation 
of  Aetius,  and  made  common  cause  with  Valens  and  Ursinus.  The  Creed  of  Nice 
was  sent  all  over  the  Empire  for  signature  under  threat  of  penalty. 

"  Eunomius  became  bishop  of  Cyzikus;  Eudoxius  of  Antioch  received  the  chair 
of  Constantinople. 

3  See  the  epistle  of  the  Synod  of  Paris  (360  or  361)  in  Hilar.  Fragm.  XL  It 
did  not  at  that  time  require  any  courage  to  declare  against  Constantius. 
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the  Eusebians  had  done  before  them;  for  their  formula  "  of  like 
nature  according  to  Holy  Scripture"  contained  that  latitude 
which  corresponded  to  the  old  traditional  doctrine.  With  this 
we  may  compare  the  standpoint  of  Eusebius  of  Caesarea.  The 
old  middle  party  had,  however,  in  the  o[tcioi/<rics  made  for  them 
selves  a  fixed  doctrinal  formula.  '  This  was  a  change  of  the 

1     The  dogmatic  dissertation  of  the  Homoiousians  in  Epiphan.  73,  12 22    is  of 

the  highest  importance;  for  it  shews  in  more  than  one  respect  a  dogmatic  advance : 

(1)  the    differentiation    of  the  conceptions  ova- IK,  VTTO/TTXO-K;,  irpoffwirov  begins  here. 
The  first  of  these  is  used  in  order  to  express  the  idea  of  the  essence  or  substance 
which    imprints    itself    in    the  form  of  a  definite  quality;  accordingly  the  action  of 
the    Fathers    who  in  protesting  against  Paul  of  Samosata  attributed  a  special  ovo-tx 
to  the  Son,  is  by  an  explanation  excused.  They  did  this  in  order  to  do  away  with 
the  idea  that  the  Logos  is  a  mere  p'tj^a,  a  Aexr/xij  evepyetx.  The  proper  expression, 
however,    is    VVOO-TXO-K;.    It   is  because  the  Logos  is  an  t/VoWasx,  i.e.,  because  he 
does    not,    like    the    other    words    of   God,  lack  being,  that  the  Fathers  called  TVJV 
inroa-Txtrtv    ovtrt'xv    (c.    12).     The    xxpifSetx    Ti>$    TUV  7rpo<ra7rwv  sTftyvuo-eu^  must  be 
strictly    maintained  as   against  Sabellius  (c.  14);  but  no  one  is  to  be  led  astray  by 
the  word  UTTOO-TIXITSK;  (PI.);  it  does  not  mean  that  there  are  two  or  three  Gods:  Sice 
TOVTO  yxp  ifro<7TX/reit;  01  xvxTO^ixoi  heyovftv,  7vx  TX$  iSioTtjreet;  TUV  Trpoo-iinruv  uQer- 
TWITXS   xxi  v7rxp%ov<Txc;  yvupio-utrtv.     The  word  "Hypostasis"  is  thus  merely  meant 
to    give  the  word  vpoo-wnov  a  definite  meaning,  implying  that  it  is  to  be  taken  as 
signifying  independently  existing  manifestations  (c.   16),  while  ovrtx  is  in  the  tractate 
interchangeable  with    <J>t/<r<?    or  Trvevpx,  and  is  thus  still  used  only  in  the  singular; 

(2)  quite  as  much  attention  is  already  given  to  the  Holy  Ghost  as  to  the  Son,  and 
the  TpdTrot  uTxp%eo)$  are  developed,  j.e.^  an  actual  doctrine  of  the   Trinity  indepen 
dent  of  any  ideas  about  the  world,  is  constructed  (c.  1 6):  E<  yxp  weCpx  6  irxrtjp, 
Ttvevfjix   xxi  6  vt'os,  Trvev/tx  xxi  TO  xyiov  weC/ix,  ov  votlrxi  TTXTVIP  6  vloy  vfyeo-ryxe 
$e    xxi    TO    7rvfvii.ce,    'd    ov    voe^TXt    vtd$,  o  xxi  ovx  'SITTI  . .  .  Txf  ISiOTyTxs  Trpo/ruTruv 
i>$>eo-TUT(t>v    v7roo-TX<reit;    6vo/j.x%ov<riv    ol  xvxToAixoi,  ov%i  TXI;  Tpels  vvoo-Txtrsii;  Tpsli; 
xp%x$    y    Tpe7$    deoiit;  Aeyovre?  .  .  .  'O/^oAo^oCo-/  yxp  (j.ixv  ehxi  SeoTyTX  . .  .  o/^tat;  TX 
irpotruTrx    ev    TxT$    tStoTyirt    TUV    iiTfotTTxtrecav  ei/reftus  yvupi'^ovtri,  TOV  Trxripx  ev  T% 
TTXTpixy    xvQfvTix    ii^so-TUTx  voovvret;,  xxi  TOV  vtov  ov  pepos  '6vTX  TOV  TTXTpoi;,  «AA« 
xxSxp&i;  sx  TTXTpbi;  Tehetov  ex  TSteiov  yfysvvyfjievov  xxi  u^ftrTUTX  o/zoAoyot/vrfc,  xxi 
TO  irvsv/tx  TO  xyiov,  o  y\  Qetx  ypxfyii  TrxpxxhyTOv  ovo/^x^ei,  ex  7TXTpb$  $S  vtov  vQso'- 
TUTX    yvupi%ovTe$  . .  .  Ovxovv    ev  TcveviJ-XTt  xyita  vibv  x£i'w/;  voovpev,  ev  vi'Z  Se  /lovo- 
ytvel  TTXTepx  svire^wi;  xxi  x^iu/;  $o£x%o/j.ev,  (3)  the  Christological  problem  based  011 
Philipp.  II.  6  and  Rom.  VIII.  3  (o'//o/w/^«)  is  already  introduced  for  the  elucidation 
of    the    Trinitarian :    xirb    TOV    <ru^XTixov    ev<re@u$   xxi  TIJV  Trepi  TOV  opo/ov  'evvotx* 
yfj-xc;  xxi  evi  TOV  xo-wpXTOv  irxTpds  ft  xxi  v/ov  $tSai%6yvxi  (c.   17,   1 8).     As  Christ's 
flesh    is    identical   with    human   flesh,  but  is,  on  the  other  hand,  on  account  of  its 
wonderful    origin    only  O/-LOIOI;,  XXTX  TOV  'O'IAOIOV  Tfdirov  xxi  6  vldf  Trvev^x  uv  xxi  ex 
TOV  TXTpbi;  irvevfix  yevvySeit;,  XXTX  ^Iv  TO  irvfvtj.x  ex  wev^xTOf  elvxi  TO  XVTO  etrTiv, 
XXTX  $1  TO  xvev  xTToppoixi;  xxi  TrxQovi;  xxi  pepis-pav  ex  TOV  vxTpb$  yevvyQyvxt  'd/toidf 
ea-Ti  TU  irxTpi.     Accordingly  we  have  now  the  decisive  statement :  Ovxovv  Six  TYJ$ 
vpbt;    <J>/A/5rTtj5-/ot/?    eT«7TOAiji;    e$i'$x%ev    buZc,    vat;  ft  vTTOffTxa-ii;  TOV  vtov  opotx  e/TTt 
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most  decisive  kind.  We  may  still  further  say  it  was  not  tlie 
"  Homoii  sios  "  which  finally  triumphed,  but  on  the  contrary  tlie 
Homoiousian  doctrine,  which  fixed  on  the  terms  of  agreement 
with  the  "  Homousios"  The  doctrine  which  Hosius,  Athanasius, 
Eustathius,  and  Marcellus  had  championed  at  Nicaea,  was  over 
thrown.  The  new  Origenism  which  was  based  on  the  "  Homou- 
sios  "  succeeded  in  establishing  itself.  A  form  of  doctrine  triumphed 
which  did  not  exclude  scientific  theology,  a  subject  in  which 
Athanasius  and  the  Westerns  of  the  older  days  never  shewed  any 
interest.  But  Athanasius  himself  contributed  to  the  revolution 
thus  accomplished,  '  though  it  is  very  doubtful  if  he  ever  came 
to  see  the  full  extent  of  it. 


Ty  \jTroffTxff£i  TOV  •xa.rpoc;  TrvevfAx  yap  la  vocTpoi;.  Kxi  XXTX  fj.lv  ryv  TOV 
'svvotxv  (and  therefore  thought  of  in  essence  as  a  generic  conception)  TXVTOV,  tut;  XXTX 
rtjv  Tyc,  a-xpxbt;  'svvoixv  TXVTOV.  Ov  TXVTOV  Se  xKhx  opotov,  Start  TO  weCpx,  o  etrrtv 
6  vloc,,  ovx  'eirTiv  6  TTXT^P,  xxt  y  fl"«p!;,  yv  o  A<£yc?  xvefixhev^  ovx  S<TTIV  ex  <T7rep/j.xTot; 
xxi  ySovyt;,  «AA'  o'vTtat;  u$  TO  ei/xyyeAiov  vifj-x^  sSiSx^ev  .  .  .  6  KXTyp  Trvev/zx  cav  xi/Siv- 
T/XW?  7fote7,  6  Se  v/o;  Trvevpx  uv  OVK  xvSevTiKcHt;  votel  w$  6  TrxTyp  «AA'  o^oiwt;. 
Ovxovv  xxSx  fj.lv  <rxp%  xxt  a-xp^  TXVTQV,  ua-Trsp  xxQb  7tvevfj.a.  xxt  Trvev/tx  TXUTOV. 
xxSo  Se  xveu  o-Tropxi;  oil  TXVTQV  «AA'  opoiov,  w<77rep  xxQo  ~xvev  xTroppoixt;  xxi  TrxQovi;  6 
vios  oli  TXVTOV  «AA'  'dpoiov.  Thus  these  Homoiousians  already  admit  the  TXVTQV  if 
they  also  reject  the  TxvTOOva-tos  (^:  opoovtrtos),  i.e.^  Father  and  Son  are  TXUTJV  as 
regards  substance,  in  so  far  as  they  are  both  Trvev/tx,  but  in  so  far  as  they  are 
different  Hypostases  they  are  not  identical,  but  of  like  nature.  (4)  These  Homoiou 
sians  have  expressly  rejected  the  designations  xyevvyTOS  for  God  and  yevv^Te's  for 
the  Son,  and  indeed  not  only  because  they  are  unbiblical,  but  because  "Father" 
includes  much  more  than  "  Unbegotten  ",  and  because  "ye  ware's"  includes  much 
less  than  "  Son  ",  and  further  because  the  conjunction  "  unbegotten  —  begotten  "  does 
not  express  the  relation  of  reciprocity  between  Father  and  Son  (the  y  vya-twi;  yeyev- 
v^/zevw),  which  is  emphasised  as  being  the  most  important  (c.  14,  19):  Sib  xxv 
TfXTSfx  IJ.QVOV  bvo(j.x^Ufj.ev,  'i%o\t.ev  T&  bv6(J.xn  TOV  Trxrpbs  (rvvvTrxxovopevyv  TVJV  evvoixv 
TOV  viov,  TrxTyp  yxf  viov  TTXTyp  hsysTxi'  xxv  vibv  (j,6vov  bvofJ.xvuiJ.fv,  e%o/j,ev  TJJV 
fvvoixv  TOV  TrxTpdt;,  VTI  vibi;  irxTpbs  hsytTXi.  Whoever  names  the  one  names  the 
other  at  the  same  time,  and  yet  does  not  posit  him  merely  in  accordance  with  his 
name,  but  with  his  name  xxi  TVJS  Qvtreiat;  OIXSIOTVITX^  on  the  other  hand,  xysvvyTOv 
ov  AeyeTxi  ysvvyTOv  xyevvyTov,  ouSs  yevvyTOv  xyevvyTov  yevvyTov.  Athanasius  could 
scarcely  wish  more  than  this,  or  rather:  we  have  already  here  the  main  outlines 
of  the  theology  of  the  three  Cappadocians,  and  it  is  not  accidental  that  Basil  of 
Ancyra  is  himself  a  Cappadocian. 

1  The  work  of  Athanasius,  de  synodis,  written  in  the  year  359,  is  of  the  highest 
importance  for  the  history  of  the  Arian  controversy.  It  is  distinguished  as  much  by 
the  firmness  with  which  his  position  is  maintained  —  for  Athanasius  did  not  yield 
in  any  point  —  as  by  its  moderation  and  wisdom.  The  great  bishop  succeeded  in 
combining  these  qualities  in  his  book,  because  he  was  not  concerned  with  the 
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Julian  granted  liberty  to  all  the  bishops  to  return,  and  in  so 
doing  did  away  with  the  artificial  state  of  things  created  by 
Constantius.  The  Niceans  were  once  more  a  power,  and  Atha- 
nasius  who  returned  to  Alexandria  in  February  362,  at  once 
re-assumed  the  leadership  of  the  party.  A  Synod  was  held  at 
Alexandria  in  summer,  and  this  prepared  the  way  for  the  triumph 
of  orthodoxy  in  the  year  381.  '  It  was  here  resolved  that  the 
Nicene  Creed  was  to  be  accepted  sans  phrase,  i.e.,  that  those 
were  to  be  recognised  as  Christian  brethren  who  now  acknow 
ledge  the  G[tQGV7ioc,  and  condemn  the  Arian  heresy  together  with 
its  chief  supporters,  irrespective  of  any  former  departure  on 
their  part  from  the  faith.  But  still  further,  the  question  as  to 
whether  it  was  necessary  to  believe  in  one  hypostasis  or  in 
three  was  left  an  open  one.  (At  Alexandria  the  Holy  Spirit  had 
already  been  the  subject  of  discussion  as  well  as  the  Son.)  Both 
statements  were  disapproved  of  since  the  GftoGvetGc  was  considered 
to  be  sufficient,  but  it  was  explained  that  both  might  be  understood 
in  a  pious  sense.  ~  These  resolutions  were  not  passed  without 
strong  opposition.  :i  Not  only  did  some  bishops  demand  that 

formula  itself,  but  solely  with  the  thought  which  in  his  view  the  formula  attacked 
best  expressed.  We  must,  he  said,  speak  like  brethren  to  brethren  to  the  Homoi- 
ousians  who  hold  almost  the  same  view  as  the  Nicaeans  and  are  merely  suspicious 
about  a  word.  Whoever  grants  that  the  Son  is  in  nature  of  like  quality  with  the 
Father  and  springs  from  the  substance  of  the  Father  is  not  far  from  the  opoovtrio/;: 
for  this  is  a  combination  of  ex  ryi;  ova-tat;  and  o/toiovttiot;  (c.  41  ff.).  While  expressly 
making  an  apology  to  Basil  of  Ancyra,  he  endeavours  to  remove  the  stumbling- 
blocks  presented  by  opoovcrioi;,  but  seeks  at  the  same  time  to  shew  that  opotova-tot; 
either  involves  an  absurdity  or  is  dogmatically  incorrect  (c.  53  f.). 

1  The  most  important  source  of  information  for  the  Synod  of  Alexandria  is  the 
Tomus    of   Athanas.    ad    Antioch.,   and  in  addition  Rufin.  X.  27 — 29,  Socr.  III.  7, 
Athan.    ep.    ad  Rufinian.      I  need  not  here  (after  the  work  published  by  Revillout) 
enter    upon    any    discussion    of  the  o-vvTacypx  §i$z<rxahia<;  of  the  Synod,  which  is 
identical  with  Opp.  Athanas.  ed.  Migne  XXVIII. ,  p.  836  sq.;  cf.  Eichhorn,  Athan.,  de 
vita  ascet.  testim.,  1886,  p.   15  sq.    On  the  Synod  cf.  also  Gregor.  Naz.  Orat.  21,  35. 

2  Tom.  ad  Antioch.  5.  6.  This  was  probably  the  largest  concession  which  Atha- 
nasius    ever    made.     When    Socrates    affirms  that  at  the  Synod  the  employment  of 
"Ousia"  and  "Hypostasis"  in  reference  to  the  Godhead  was  forbidden,  his  statement 
is    not    entirely    incorrect;    for    it    is  evident    from  the  Tomus  that  the  Synod  did 
actually  disapprove  of  the  use  of  the  terms  in  this  way. 

3  This    is    sufficiently    shewn    in    the    Tomus;    the    Lucifer  schism  has  its  root 
here;    see  Kriiger,  op.  cit.,  pp.  43 — 54.   Lucifer  was,  moreover,  not  a  man  of  suf 
ficient  education  to  appreciate  the  real  question  at  issue.  lie  did  not  wish  to  have 
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those  who  had  subscribed  the  Fourth  Sirmian  Formula  should 
be  denied  the  communion  of  the  Church,  but,  what  was  of  much 
greater  importance,  there  was  a  party  which  insisted  on  the 
interpretation  of  the  Nicene  Creed  which  had  been  settled  by 
some  of  the  Western  bishops  at  Sardica,  and  which  as  a  matter 
of  fact  was  the  original  one.  '  But  they  did  not  press  their 
views,  and  they  seem  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  decision  of  the 
Synod.  This  marked  a  complete  change.  2  If  up  till  now  orthodox 
faith  had  meant  the  recognition  of  a  mysterious  plurality  in  the 
substantial  unity  of  the  Godhead,  it  was  now  made  permissible 
to  turn  the  unity  into  a  mystery,  i.e.,  to  reduce  it  to  equality 
and  to  make  the  threefoldness  the  starting-point ;  but  this  simply 
means  that  that  Homoiousianism  was  recognised  which  resolved 
to  accept  the  word  o,u,oou<rioc.  And  to  this  theology,  which 
changed  the  substantial  unity  of  substance  expressed  in  the 
cftooutrtoz  into  a  mere  likeness  or  equality  of  substance,  so  that 
there  was  no  longer  a  threefold  unity,  but  a  trinity,  the  future 
belonged,  in  the  East,  though  not  to  the  same  extent  in  the 
West.  The  theologians  who  had  studied  Origen  regarded  it 
with  favour.  The  Cappadocians  started  from  the  opooveioq, a 

the  venia  ex  panitentia  accorded  to  the  Semi-Arians  who  were  passing  over  to 
orthodoxy.  It  was  thus  a  Novatian-Donatist  element  which  determined  his  position. 

1  See  above,  p.  68,  and  the  Tom.  c.  5.  init.     These  bishops  thus  demanded  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  ptst  UTCOO-T  xa-i$.    The  West  never  at  bottom  abandoned  this 
demand,    but   in    the  Meletian-Antiochian  schism  it,  however,  finally  got  the  worst 
of  it  and  had  to  acquiesce  in  the  Eastern  doctrinal  innovation.  That  at  the  Synod  of 
Alexandria,   however,    the  Homoiousians  also  attempted  to  get  their  catchword,  or, 
their    interpretation    of   the    o/Ltoour<o$,  adopted,  is  evident  from  the  letter  of  Apol- 
linaris  to  Basil;  see  Draseke  Ztschr.  f.  K.G.,  VIII.,  p.  118  f. 

2  Just    as    it    is   to  Zahn  that,  speaking  generally,  we  primarily  owe  the  under 
standing  of  the  original  meaning  of  'Opoovo-ioi;,  so  it  is  he  too  who,  so  far  as  I  know, 
first  plainly  noticed  this  complete  change.  (Marcell,  p.  87  f.,  also  Gwatkin,  p.  242  sq.) 

3  This    is    specially   evident  from  the  letter  of  Basil  to  Apollinaris  (in  Draseke, 
op.  cit.  96  ff.)  of  the  year  361.     Basil  communicates  to  the  great  teacher  (of  whom 
later)  his  doubts  as  to  whether  it  is  justifiable  to  use  the  word  o/toovo-iot;.  For  biblical 
and    philosophical    dogmatic    reasons  he  is  inclined  to  prefer  the  formula  «T#p«A- 
AaxT<u?  onoio$  Kar'  outrixv.   Apollinaris  accordingly  explains  to  him  (p.  1 12  ff.)  that  the 
6/j.oovffioi;  is  more  correct,  but  his  own  explanation  of  the  word  is  no   longer  iden 
tical  with  that  of  Athanasius.     He  finds  both  expressed  in  it,  the  Tavrdrys  as  well 
as  the  erepOTviG,  and  according  to  his  idea  the  Son  is  related  to  the  Father  as  men 
are    to    Adam.    Just    as    it    may  be  said  of  all  men,  they  are  Adam,  they  were  in 
Adam,  and  just  as  there  is  only  one  Adam,  so  too  is  it  with  the  Godhead.     Basil 
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though  this  is  certainly  true  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa  only  indirectly. 
They  ackowledged  the  bpcc-Jvioc  and  accordingly  set  up  a  system 
of  doctrine  which  neither  disavowed  the  theology  of  Origen, 
that  is,  science  in  general,  nor  yet  remained  in  the  terminologi- 
cally  helpless  condition  of  Athanasius.  But  they  succeeded  in 
attaining  terminological  clearness — they  could  not  improve  on 
the  matter  of  the  doctrine — only  because  they  modified  the 
original  thought  of  Athanasius  and  developed  the  theology 
which  Basil  of  Ancyra  had  first  propounded  in  his  tractate. 
Ovtritx,  now  got  a  meaning  which  was  half  way  between  the 
abstract  "substance"  and  the  concrete  "individual  substance", 
still  it  inclined  very  strongly  in  the  direction  of  the  former.  l 
"T7TC7TXTH:  got  a  meaning  half  way  between  "Person"  and 
"Attribute",  (Accident,  Modality),  still  the  conception  of  Person 
entered  more  largely  into  it.2  Upoyuirov  was  avoided  because  it 
had  a  Sabellian  sound,  but  it  was  not  rejected.  The  unity  of 
the  Godhead,  as  the  Cappadocians  conceived  of  it,  was  not  the 
same  as  the  unity  which  Athanasius  had  in  his  mind.  Basil 
the  Great  was  never  tired  of  emphasising  the  new  distinction 
implied  in  O-JTIX  and  -JTTOTTXTIC.  For  the  central  doctrine  of  the 
incarnation  of  God  they  required  a  conception  of  God  of  bound 
less  fulness.  M/«  C-JTIX  (yJx  Osor'/jt:}  h  T(HT}V  u7ro<rT#ffe<riv,  (one 

at  any  rate  started  from  Homoiousianism,  and  it  is  because  this  has  not  been  taken 
into  consideration  that  the  letter  in  question  has  been  pronounced  not  genuine. 
For  the  rest,  the  efforts  of  the  Benedictines  in  the  third  volume  of  their  edition  of 
the  Opp.  Basil.  (Pnef.)  to  vindicate  Basil's  orthodoxy  shew  that,  leaving  this  letter 
out  of  account,  his  perfect  soundness  in  the  faith  is  not — in  all  his  utterances — 
beyond  doubt.  Later  on  Basil  understood  the  opoova-iot;  exactly  in  the  sense  given 
to  it  by  him  in  the  letter  to  Apollinaris  and  which  at  that  time  made  him  hesitate 
to  use  it;  see  Kriiger,  p.  42  f.  See  further  the  characteristic  statements  made  at  an 
earlier  date  in  ep.  8.  9:  6  xxr*  OIKTIXV  ©fo?  ria  XXT'  oiio-ixv  ®SM  iftoofoiof] 

1  Basil  has  frequently  so  expressed  himself  as  to  suggest  that  he  regarded  the 
idea  of  the  generic  unity  of  Father  and  Son  as  sufficient  (see,  e.g.^  ep.  38,  2). 
Zahn  (p.  87):  "the  ovtrix  with  Basil  designates  the  xo/vov,  the  uToVr«o-<$  the  'i'Siov 
(ep.  114,  4).  lie  is  never  tired  of  holding  forth  on  the  difference  between  the  two 
expressions,  and  goes  so  far  as  to  assert  that  the  Xicene  Fathers  were  well  aware 
of  this  difference,  since  they  would  surely  not  have  put  the  two  words  side  by  side 
without  some  purpose  (ep.  125)."  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  already  at  the  Council 
of  Antioch  in  363  it  had  been  explained  that  ou  xxrx  TIVX  %fii<riv  'EAA>jwx>jv  A«^- 
PXVETIXI  rc7?  TfxTfxa-t  TO  'ovofj-x  TVIS  ovfftxi;.  Assuredly  not!  It  was  a  terminology 
which  was  expressly  invented. 

•    And  yet  in  Gregory  of  Nyssa  the  persons  appear  also  as  iri/i^(3f(2ttx6Tx  (accidents). 
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divine  substance  (one  divine  nature)  in  three  subjects^]  was  the 
formula.  In  order  to  give  clear  expression  to  the  actual  dis 
tinction  of  the  Persons  within  the  Godhead,  Gregory  of  Nyssa 
attached  to  them  rpoTroi  virMpJ-sug,  (modes  of  existence,)  I^IOTUJTSI: 
Xapaxrypl^ovrsti,  it-aipsra  !3/t»/»#T#,  (characteristic  peculiarities, 
special  characters).  To  the  Father  he  attributed  aysyvyrtei,  the 
quality  of  being  unbegotten,  and  in  consequence  of  this  the 
word  which  had  formerly  been  forbidden  by  the  Niceans  was 
once  more  restored  to  a  place  of  honour,  no  longer,  however, 
as  referring  to  substance,  but  as  expressing  a  mode  of  being 
(T%£<rtc)  of  God  the  Father.  To  the  Son  he  attributed  ysvy^iot^ 
the  quality  of  being  begotten,  and  even  the  older  Homoiousians 
shewed  more  reserve  on  this  point  than  Gregory  did.  To  the 
Spirit  he  attributed  sxTrdpsuriz  —  procession.1  But  what  is  more, 


1  See  the  treatises  of  Gregor.  Nyss.  Kepi  Sixtyopas  ova-tots  xxi  vTroo-rao-eus  —  ire  pi 
roS  o'ier6xi  heyetv  rpels  Osovt;  —  irpbi;  "EAA^va;  ex  TWV  xoivuv  evvoiuv.  "Prosopon" 
is  no  longer  for  Gregory  a  technical  term  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  but  on 
the  other  hand  he  also  avoids  the  expression  "three  xro^x".  The  word  Q>uo-i$ 
maintained  itself  alongside  of  olfix,  and  in  the  same  way  iSiJTyt  was  used  along 
with  v7r6aiTxa-i$.  The  God  who  was  common  to  the  Three  was  supposed  to  be  a 
real  substance,  not,  however,  a  fourth  alongside  of  the  Three,  but  on  the  contrary 
the  unity  itself!  On  the  characteristics  of  the  Hypostases,  see  Gregor.  Naz.  Orat. 
25.  16:  Koivbv  TO  //.*)  yeyovevxt  xxi  v  QEOTIIS.  "iSiov  Ss  TTXTpot;  (J.lv  v\  xytwya-fct, 
vtou  Se  ft  yevvytris,  irvtrfftXTOt  ££  *j  '(xirtfitytt.  The  two  others  expressed  their  views 
in  almost  similar  terms  in  their  works  against  Eunomiu>,  unless  that  Gregory  of 
Nyssa  alone  put  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Ghost  in  a  logically  developed  form 
(see  below),  while  as  regards  it,  Basil  (see  de  spir.  s.  ad  Amphiloch.)  advanced  least 
of  them  all.  The  pronounced  attitude  taken  up  by  them  all,  especially  by  Basil, 
against  Marcellus,  is  characteristic.  The  theological  orations  of  Gregory  of  Nazian- 
zus  (Orat.  27  —  31)  may,  more  than  anything  else,  have  spread  the  doctrinal  system 
far  and  wide.  (It  is  important  to  note  that  in  opposition  to  it  Athanasius  in  his 
letter  ad  Afros,  [c.  369]  expressly  said  that  vTrda-Txo-is  and  olflx  were  to  be  used 
as  identical  in  meaning.)  It  follows  from  Orat.  31  (33)  that  Gregory  did  not  wish 
to  apply  the  number  one  to  the  Godhead;  a  unity  was  for  him  only  the  xi'vyo-is 
and  tyvfft$  (i^lxv  Qvo-tv  ev  rptriv  I$IOT*I/TI,  voepx'it;  re^eixit;,  xx^  SXVTXG  iiQsa-Tcairxii;, 
xpdpta  SexipeTxfs  xxi  ol  Sixtperxif  6t6TviTi).  So  too  he  was  doubtful  about_  the 
suitability  of  the  old  image,  "source,  stream",  for  the  Trinity,  not  only  because  it 
represents  the  Godhead  as  something  changeable,  something  flowing,  but  also  be 
cause  it  gave  the  appearance  of  a  numerical  unity  to  the  Godhead.  He  is  equally 
unwilling,  and  in  fact  for  the  same  reasons,  to  sanction  the  use  of  the  old  compari 
son  of  sun,  beam,  and  brightness.  He  is  always  in  a  fighting  attitude  towards 
"Sabellianism".  The  doctrine  of  the  one  God  is  to  him  Jewish  —  that  is  the  new  dis 
covery.  "We  do  not  acknowledge  a  Jewish,  narrow,  jealous,  weak  Godhead"  (Orat. 
25.  16).  Gregory  had,  moreover,  already  begun  those  odd  speculations  about  the 
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the  entire  Origenistic  speculation  regarding  the  Trinity,  with 
which  Athanasius  would  have  nothing  to  do,  that  is,  of  which 
he  knew  nothing,  was  rehabilitated.  The  moment  or  element 
of  finitude  within  the  Trinitarian  evolution  was  no  doubt  struck 
out,  still  the  Absolute  has  nevertheless  not  only  modi  in  itself, 
but  also  in  some  degree,  stages.  The  (eternal)  generation  or 
begetting,  in  the  sense  of  a  Godhead  extending  itself  to  the 
limits  of  the  creaturely,  was  again  put  in  the  foreground.  In 
this  way  the  subordination-conception,  which  was  an  irreducible 
remainder  in  Athanasius'  whole  way  of  looking  at  the  question, 
again  acquired  a  peculiar  significance.  The  idea  that  the  Father 
in  Himself  is  to  be  identified  with  the  entire  Godhead  again 
became  one  of  the  ground-principles  of  speculation.  He  is  the 
starting-point  of  the  Trinity,  just  as  He  is  the  Creator  of  the 
world.  The  idea  that  He  is  source,  beginning,  cause  of  the 
Godhead  (K'/r/v^  xp%'<i,  zlrix  rye  Q£OT-/,TOC),  the  cause  (TO  ottTiov) 
and  consequently  God  in  the  proper  sense  (xupiui;  ©foe),  while 
the  other  Hypostases  again  are  effects  (xhixra),1  meant  some 
thing  different  to  the  Cappadocians  from  what  it  did  to  Athana 
sius.  For  the  Logos-conception,  which  Athanasius  had  dis 
carded  as  theistic-ow/«ftf/,  again  came  to  the  front,  and  in 
their  view  Logos  and  Cosmos  are  more  closely  related  than  in 
that  of  Athanasius.  The  unity  of  the  Godhead  does  not  rest 
here  on  the  Homousia,  but  in  the  last  resort,  as  with  Arius, 
on  the  "monarchy"  of  God  the  Father;  and  the  Spiritual  on 
earth  is,  in  fine,  not  a  mere  creature  of  God,  but — at  any  rate 

immanent  substance  of  God  which,  though  they  are  mere  bubble-blowing,  are  still 
highly  thought  of.  The  divine  loftiness,  according  to  him,  shews  itself  in  this,  that 
in  His  immanent  life  also  God  is  a  fruitful  principle;  the  life  of  the  creature  has 
its  vital  manifestation  in  the  tension  of  dualities,  but  it  is  in  this  opposition  that 
its  imperfection  also  consists;  the  Trinity  is  the  c:  sublation  ",  or  abrogation  of  the 
duality,  living  movement  and  at  the  same  time  rest,  and  not  in  any  way  a  sublima 
tion  into  multiplicity.  The  Orat.  23  in  particular  is  full  of  thoughts  of  this  sort, 
see  c.  8:  TpixSx  TfAeixv  IK  retetuv  Tpiuv,  povezSoi;  fj.lv  Kwv\bti<TY\s  Six  TO  KAovtriov, 
SvxSot;  Ss  inn  pfiu.$ei/Tvi^  uTfp  yap  TJJV  I/'AJJV  xxi  TO  eJSos,  e%  wv  TX  O-U//.XTX,  TpixSot; 
Sf  opia-Qei'aryt;  Six  TO  TS/.SIOV,  TtpuTy  yxf  uTrepfixivEi  SuxSoi;  o-uvQctriv,  '/vx  IJ.V}TS  <7T£vjj 
fj.evy  YI  btOTyc,  \J.V\TS  fit;  XTrtipov  %e*iTxr  TO  (J.sv  yxp  x^ii^OTifJLOV^  TO  $£  XTXKTOV,  xxt 
TO  fj.lv  'lovSx'ixbv  TrxvTShus,  TO  $£  'EAA>jwxov  xxi  TroAuQeov. 

1  Gregor.  Nyss.,  Ix  TUV  xotvuv  IwotSiv  T.  II.  p.  85;  'tv  xxi  TO  XI/TO  vp6<ru7rov 
TOV  TTXTpot;,  e|  ov  6  iilot;  yevvxTXi  xxi  TO  Trvev/tx  TO  xyiov  exTropevSTXt,  Sib  xxt 
xvpi'ui;  TOV  evx  X'ITIOV  'OVTX  TUV  OMTOV  XITIXTUV  evx  ®e6v 
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with    Gregory   of  Nyssa — as  in  the  view  of  Origen,  is  a  being 
with   a    nature  akin  to  His.1     "  Science "  concluded  an  alliance 
with    the    Nicene    Creed;    that   was  a  condition  of  the  triumph 
of   orthodoxy.      If   at    the    beginning    of   the    controversy    the 
scientific   thinkers — including   those    amongst   the  heathen — had 
sympathised  with  Arianism,  men  were  now  to  be  found  as  the 
defenders  of  the  Nicene  Creed  to  whom  even  a  Libanius  yielded 
the    palm.     These  men  took  their  stand  on  the  general  theory 
of  the  universe  which  was  accepted  by  the  science  of  the  time; 
they    were  Platonists,  and  they  once  more  naively  appealed  to 
Plato  in  support  even  of  their  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.2     Those 
who   were    on   the    side    of  Plato,  Origen,3  and  Libanius — Basil 
indeed    had   recommended    the  latter  to  his  pupils  as  one  who 
could    help    them    in    advanced    culture, — those    who    were    on 
a    footing    of   equality    with    the    scholars,    the    statesmen,    and 
highest    officials,    could   not  fail  to  get  sympathy.     The  literary 
triumphs  of  the  Cappadocians  who  knew  how  to  unite  devotion 
to    the    Faith    and    to    the    practical  ideals  of  the  Church  with 
their    scientific    interests,    the    victories    over  Eunomius  and  his 
following  were  at  the  same  time  the  triumphs  of  Neo-platonism 
over  an  Aristotelianism  which  had  become  thoroughly  arid  and 
formal.4     Orthodoxy  in  alliance  with  science  had  a  spring  which 
lasted    from    two   to    three    decades,    a    short  spring  which  was 
not  followed  by  any  summer,  but  by  destructive  storms.    Spite 
of   all    the    persecutions,   the  years  between  370  and  394  were 

1  It    is    here    that    we   have  the  root  of  the  difference  between  Athanasius  and 
Gregory. 

2  From    this    time    this    once    more    became    the    fashion  amongst  the  scientific 
orthodox.     The    confession    of  Socrates  (VII.  6)  is  very  characteristic.     He  cannot 
understand    how    the    two    Arian    Presbyters,    Timotheus  and  Georgius  can  remain 
Arians  and  yet  study  Plato  and  Origen  so  industriously  and  esteem  them  so  highly  : 
ovSe  yxp  n^xTiav  TO  Sevrepov  xact  TO  rpirov  X'ITIOV,  u$  XVTOS  ovopx^eiv  siuQsv,  xpxyv 
vTrxpZeui;    flhyfyevxt    tyyft,    xxi   Tlfiyivys  o-vvx't'Siov  ffxvTX^ov  opshoyft  TOV  vidv  Tta 
TtuTfi.     It    is    instructive    further  to  note  how  Philostorgius  too  (in  Suidas)  asserts, 
that    in    the    matter    of  the  vindication  of  the  opoovTioi;  Athanasius  was  deemed  a 
boy  in  comparison  with  the  Cappadocians  and  Apollinaris. 

3  See  the  Philocalia. 

4  This    is    one    of  the    strongest  impressions  we  carry  away  from  a  reading  of 
the  works  against  Eunomius. 
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very  happy  ones  for  the  orthodox  Church  of  the  East.  It  was 
engaged  on  a  great  task,  and  this  was  to  restore  the  true  faith 
to  the  Churches  of  the  East,  and  to  introduce  into  them  the 
asceticism  which  was  closely  allied  with  science.1  It  was  in 
the  midst  of  a  struggle  which  was  more  honourable  than  the 
struggles  of  the  last  decades  had  been.  Men  dreamt  the  dream 
of  an  eternal  league  between  Faith  and  Science.  Athanasius 
did  not  share  this  dream,  but  neither  did  he  disturb  it.  He  did 
not  go  in  for  the  new  theology,  and  there  is  much  to  shew 
that  it  did  not  quite  satisfy  him.2  But  he  saw  the  aim  of  his 
life,  the  recognition  of  the  complete  Godhead  of  Christ,  brought 
nearer  accomplishment,  and  he  continued  to  be  the  patriarch 
and  the  recognised  head  of  orthodoxy,  as  the  letters  of  Basil 
in  particular  shew.  When,  however,  orthodoxy  had  attained  its 
victory,  there  arose  after  a  few  years  within  its  own  camp  an 
opponent  more  dangerous  to  its  scientific  representatives  than 
Eunomius  and  Valens — the  traditionalism  which  condemned  all 
science. 

Nothing  more  than  an  outline  can  here  be  given  of  the 
development  of  events  in  particular  instances.  The  Synod  of 
Alexandria  was  not  able  by  means  of  its  resolution  to  unite 
the  parties  which  had  separated  at  Antioch :  the  party  of  the 

1  This  aspect  of  the  activity  of  the  Cappadocians  cannot  be  too  highly  valued. 
But  in  this  respect  too,  though  in  quite  a  new  fashion,  they  took  up  the  work  of 
Athanasius.     The    dominant  party  on  the  contrary  were  supported  by  an  Emperor 
(Valens)   who  no  doubt  for  good  reasons  persecuted  monarchism.    (See  the  law  in 
the  Cod.  Theodos.  XII.  i,  63  of  the  year  365.)     The  aversion  of  the  Homoeans  to 
monasticism    is  evident  from  the  App.  Const.  Basil's  journey  to  Egypt  was  epoch- 
making.    The  relation  in  which  he  stood  to  Eustathius  of  Sebaste,  the  ascetic  and 
Semi-Arian,  is  also  of  great  importance. 

2  For    the    sake  of  peace  and  in  order  to  secure  the  main  thing,  Athanasius  at 
the    Synod    of   Alexandria,    which    may  be  called  a  continuation  of  the  Synod  of 
Ancyra,  himself  concluded  the  alliance  with  the  new  Oriental  orthodoxy  and  acknow 
ledged    Meletius.    But  his  procedure  later  on  in  the  Antiochian  schism  (see  Basil., 
ep.  89,  2),  the  close  relation  in  which  he  stood  throughout  to  Rome  as  contrasted 
with    the    East,    the   signal   reserve   he  exhibited  towards  Basil  (Basil,  ep.  66,  69), 
and  finally  the  view  he  took  of  the  Marcellian  Controversy  which  was  still  going 
on — Basil  saw  in  Marcellus  a  declared  Sabellian  heretic,  while  the  judgment  passed 
on    him    and    his  following  by  Athanasius  was  essentially  different — prove  that  he 
never  came  to  have  a  satisfying  confidence  in  the  neo-orthodox  Niceans  who  were 
associated  with  Meletius:  see  on  this  Zahn,  pp.  83  ff.,  88  ff.,  Rade.  Damasus,  p.  81  ff. 
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orthodox  who  clung  to  the  old  faith  and  that  of  the  Homoi- 
ousians  who  under  the  leadership  of  Meletius  acknowledged  the 
Homousios.  This  Antiochian  split  remained  an  open  wound, 
and  the  history  of  the  attempts  to  get  it  healed  makes  it 
abundantly  evident  that  different  doctrines  were  really  in 
question,  that  Alexandria  and  the  East  had  not  lost  their  feel 
ing  of  distrust  of  Meletius,  and  that  the  Cappadocians  who 
were  at  the  head  of  the  new  orthodoxy  in  the  East  were  not 
able  to  suppress  the  suspicion  of  Sabellianism  in  the  light  of 
the  old  orthodoxy.1 

Jovian,  who  was  inclined  to  orthodoxy,  once  more  recalled 
Athanasius  who  had  been  banished  for  the  last  time  by  Julian." 
Athanasius  somewhat  prematurely  announced  the  triumph  of 
the  true  faith  in  the  East/1  Under  the  new  ruler,  Acacius,  at 
a  Synod  held  in  Antioch  in  363,  found  himself  obliged  to 
agree  with  Meletius  and  to  join  with  him  in  declaring  his 
adherence  to  the  oitsowo?,  explaining  at  the  same  time  that  it 
expressed  as  much  as  the  tV.  ^c  MIX:  (of  the  substance)  and 
the  tpotcvfios  together4  (see  Athan.,  de  Synod.)  But  the  acces 
sion  of  Valens  in  the  following  year  changed  everything.  An 
attempt  on  the  part  of  the  semi-Arians  at  the  Synod  at  Lamp- 
sacus  in  364  to  get  the  upper  hand,  miscarried.5  Eudoxius  of 
Constantinople  and  the  adroit  Acacius  who  again  made  a  change 
of  front,  became  masters  of  the  situation,  and  Valens  resolved 

'  See  the  art.  "Meletius"  in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.  IX.,  p.  530  f.  and  the  discus 
sion  by  Rade,  op.  cit.,  p.  74  ff.  The  Westerns  had  the  same  kind  of  feeling  m 
reference  to  the  opponent  of  Meletius  in  Antioch,  Paulinus,  as  they  formerly  had 
in  reference  to  Athanasius;  he  alone  was  for  them  orthodox;  but  they  did  not 
succeed  in  getting  their  view  adopted.  Hieron.  ep.  15-  16  shews  what  scruples  the 
formula,  T/>e7«  vvoa-Ttxa-ei^  gave  rise  to  in  the  minds  of  the  Westerns. 

"  Julian,  spite  of  his  aversion  to  all  Christians,  seems  nevertheless  to  have  been 
somewhat  more  favourably  disposed  towards  Arianism  than  towards  orthodoxy,  *.*., 
than  to  Athanasius,  who,  moreover,  incurred  his  suspicions  on  political  grounds. 

»  See  his  letter  to  Jovian  in  the  Opp.  and  in  Theodoret.  IV.  3.  Here  the 
matter  is  so  represented  as  to  suggest  that  there  were  now  only  a  few  Arian  Churches 
in  the  East.  The  attack  on  those  who  do  indeed  accept  the  *fwcii«c>«,  but  give  r 
a  false  interpretation,  is  worthy  of  note. 

«    See  the  Synodical- epistle  in  Socrat.  III.  25,  Mansi  III.,  p.  369- 

a  Socrat.  IV.  2  sq.  12,  Sozom.  VI,  7  sq.  In  the  following  decade  the  view  of 
Eudoxius  of  Constantinople  was  the  authoritative  one. 
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to  adopt  once  more  the  policy  of  Constantius,  to  maintain  the 
Arian  Homoeism  in  its  old  position,  and  to  make  all  bishops 
who  thought  differently l  suffer.  Orthodox  and  Homoiousians 
had  again  to  go  into  banishment.  From  this  time  onwards 
many  Homoiousians  turned  to  the  West,  having  made  up  their 
minds  to  accept  the  opcs'Jtrisz  in  order  to  get  support.  The 
West  after  the  brief  episode  of  the  period  of  oppression  (353 
— 360)  was  once  more  Nicene.  There  were  but  few  Arians, 
although  they  were  influential.  After  various  Councils  had  met, 
the  Homoiousians  sent  deputies  from  Pontus,  Cappadocia,  and 
Asia  '•  to  Liberius  to  get  the  doctrinal  union  brought  about. 
Liberius,  whose  sentiments  were  the  same  as  those  of  Hilary, 
did  not  refuse  their  request.  The  announcement  of  this  happy 
event  was  made  at  Tyana  in  367  ; 3  but  at  a  Carian  Council  a 
Homoiousian  minority  persisted  in  rejecting  the  cfiocvfioz*  From 
this  time  Basil,  who  became  bishop  in  37O,5  took  an  active 
part  in  affairs  and  he  was  soon  after  followed  by  the  other 
Cappadocians,  and  they  threw  not  only  the  weight  of  science, 
but  also  that  of  asceticism,  into  the  scale  in  favour  of  orthodoxy. 
The  new  bishop  of  Rome,  Damasus,  took  a  decided  stand 
against  Arianism  at  the  Roman  Synods  held  in  369  (370)  and 
377,  then  against  the  Pneumatomachians  (see  below)  and  the 
Apollinarian  heresy,  while  Marcellus  and  Photinus  were  also 
condemned.  The  rigid  standpoint  of  the  bishops  Julius  and 
Athanasius  again  became  the  dominant  one  in  the  West,  and 
it  was  only  after  some  hesitation  that  the  Western  bishops  re 
solved  to  offer  the  hand  of  friendship  to  the  new-fashioned 
orthodoxy  of  the  East.  The  representatives  of  the  latter  did 
not  indeed  settle  the  Antiochian  schism  at  the  well-attended 
Council  at  Antioch  in  September  379,  but  they  subscribed  the 

1  The  Altercatio  Heracliani  et  Germinii  is  instructive:  see  Caspar!,  Kirchenhist. 
Anecdota,  1883. 

•  Cappadocia  was  the  native  land  of  the  new  orthodoxy;  see  the  Cappadocian 
self-consciousness  of  Gregor.  Naz.;  up  till  this  time,  however,  it  had  been  the  prin 
cipal  seat  of  Arianism. 

3  Socrat.  IV.    12. 

4  Sozom.  VI.   12. 

5  He  was  at  the  same  time  the  patriarch  of  the  diocese  of  Pontus. 
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Roman  pronouncements  of  the  last  years,  and  thus  placed  them 
selves  at  the  standpoint  of  Damasus.1 

But  meanwhile  very  great  changes  had  taken  place  in  the 
State.  In  November  375  Valentinian  died.  He  had  not  taken 
any  part  in  Church  politics,  and  had  in  fact  protected  the  Arian 

i  It    was    Athanasius    who   roused  Damasus  to  take  up  an  attitude  of  energetic 
opposition    to  the  Arian  Bishop  Auxentius  of  Milan,  and  thus,  speaking  generally, 
led  him  to  follow  in  the  track  of  Bishop  Julius ;  see  Athan.  ep.  ad  Afros.     It  was 
at  the  Roman  Council  of  369  that  the  Western  episcopate  first  formally  and  solemnly 
renounced  the  resolution  of  Rimini.  On  the  text  of  the  epistle  of  this  Council,  see 
Rade,  p.  52  ff.     Auxentius  of  Milan  was  condemned;  but  this  sentence  was  a  futile 
one    since  the  Court  protected  him.     No  mention  was  yet  made  at  this  Council  of 
the    difficulties    of   the    East.     The    years    from  371   to  380  are  the  epochs  during 
which  the  new-fashioned  orthodoxy  of  the  East,  under  the  leadership  of  Basil  and 
Meletius,  attempted  to  induce  the  West  to  bring  its  influence  to  bear  on  Valens  and 
the     Homoean-Arian     party,    by    means    of   an    imposing    manifesto,    and    thus    to 
strengthen    orthodoxy  in  the  East,  but  at  the  same  time  to  pronounce  in  favour  of 
the    Homoiousian-Homoousian    doctrine    and    to    put   the  orthodox  Niceans  in  the 
wrong.  These  attempts  were  not  successful;  for  Damasus  in  close  league,  first  with 
Athanasius,    then    after    his    death    (373),    with    his    successor  Peter,  was  extremely 
reserved,    and    in    the    first   instance  either  did  not  interfere  at  all  or  interfered  in 
favour  of  the  old  Niceans,  of  Paulinus  that  is,  at  Antioch.  (This  Peter,   like  Atha 
nasius    before    him,   had  fled  to  Rome,  and  the  alliance  of  Rome  with  Alexandria 
was    part    of    the     traditional    policy    of   the    Roman    bishop    from    the    days    of 
Fabian    to    the    middle  of  the  fifth  century.)     The  numerous  letters  and  embassies 
which    came    from    the    East    of   which  Basil  was  throughout  the  soul,  shew  what 
trouble    was   taken  about  the  matter  there.     But  the  letters  of  Basil  did  not  please 
the   "axp^eWfpcr'  in  Rome;  at  first,  indeed,  intercourse  with  the  East  was  carried 
on    only    through    the  medium    of  Alexandria,  and  on  one  occasion  Basil  had  his 
letter  simply  returned  to  him.    He  complained  that  at  Rome  they  were  friendly  with 
everybody    who   brought  an  orthodox  confession  and  did  not  mind  anything  else. 
He  referred  to  the  friendship  shewn  towards  those  who  were  inclined  to  the  views 
of  Marcellus,  further  to  the  friendly  intercourse  of  the  Roman  bishop  with  Paulinus, 
who  was  always  suspected  of  Sabellianism  by  Basil,  and  to  the  occasional  recogni 
tion   of  an    Apollinarian.     In   letter   214  Basil  brought  the  charge  of  Sabellianism 
against    the  entire  Homoousian  doctrine  in  its  older  form.    It  was  in  the  year  376 
that    the    West    first    promised    help  to  the  East.    (The  decretals  of  Damasus  —   I 
Fragment    of  the  letter  of  Damasus  designated  by  Constant  as  ep.  4.)  Basil  now  (ep. 
263)    pleads    for  active  interference— where  possible  an  imposing  Council— against 
the   heretics  who  are  heretics  under  cover  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  and  he  designates 
as    such  the  Macedonian  Eustathius  of  Sebaste,  Apollinaris  and  Paulinus,  i.e.,  the 
man  who  taught  pretty  much  the  same  doctrine  as  Athanasius;  according  to  Basil, 
however,  he  is  a  Marcellian.  The  accusations  against  Paulinus  were  naturally  received 
with  anything  but  favour  in  the  West.    Peter  of  Alexandria  who  was  still  in  Rome 
at    the    time,  called  Meletius,  Basil's  honoured  friend,  simply  an  Arian.     A  Synod 
was    nevertheless    held    in    Rome    at    which  Apollinarianism  was  for  the  first  time 
rejected  (377);  to  it  we  owe  the  pieces  2  and  3  in  the  ep.  Damasi,  4  ed.  Constant. 
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bishops  as  he  did  the  orthodox  bishops,  and  had  never  had 
any  difference  with  his  brother  regarding  their  religious  policy. 
His  successor,  the  youthful  Gratian,1  yielded  himself  wholly  to 
the  guidance  of  the  masterful  Ambrose.  He  firmly  established 
the  State  Church  as  against  the  heterodox  parties,  by  passing 
some  severe  laws,  and  in  doing  this  he  followed  Ambrose 
"whom  the  Lord  had  taken  from  amongst  the  judges  of  the 
earth  and  placed  in  the  Apostolic  chair."  (Basil  ep.  197,  i.)  In 
August  378  Valens  fell  at  the  battle  of  Adrianople,  fighting 
with  the  Goths;  and  on  the  I9th  of  January,  379,  the  Western 
Theodosius  was  made  Emperor  of  the  East  by  Gratian.  The 
death  of  Valens  was  quite  as  much  a  determining  cause  of  the 
final  triumph  of  orthodoxy  as  its  alliance  with  science ;  for  the 
inner  force  of  a  religious  idea  can  never  secure  for  it  the 
dominion  of  the  world.  Theodosius  was  a  convinced  Western 
Christian  who  took  up  the  policy  of  Gratian,  but  carried  it  out 
in  a  perfectly  independent  fashion.2  He  was  determined  to  rule 

Basil  died  in  January  379.  He  did  not  attain  the  aim  of  all  his  work,  which  was 
to  unite  the  orthodoxy  of  the  East  and  the  West  on  the  basis  of  the  Homoiousian 
interpretation  of  the  Homousios.  But  soon  after  his  death,  in  September  379. 
Meletius  held  a  synod  in  Antioch,  and  this  synod  subscribed  all  the  manifestoes  of 
the  Romans,  i.e..  of  the  West,  issued  during  the  previous  years  369,  376,  377,  and 
thus  simply  submitted  to  the  will  of  the  West  in  dogmaticis,  and  despatched  to 
Rome  ihe  Acts  which  contained  the  concessions.  The  triumph  of  the  old-orthodox 
interpretation  of  the  Nicene  Creed  thus  seemed  perfect.  The  West,  under  the 
guidance  of  Ainbrose,  from  this  time  forth  recognised  the  Meletians  also  as  orthodox. 
It  was  from  there  (see  the  Synod  of  Aquileia  380,  under  Ambrosius)  that  the 
proposal  emanated  that  if  one  of  the  two  anti-bishops  in  Antioch  should  die,  no 
successor  should  be  chosen,  and  thus  the  schism  would  be  healed.  The  fact  that 
the  Meletians  thus  came  round  to  the  orthodox  standpoint  is  explicable  only  when 
we  consider  the  complete  changes  which  had  taken  place  in  the  political  situation 
since  the  death  of  Valens.  On  the  involved  state  of  things  in  the  years  from  369 
to  378  see  the  letters  of  Basil.  70,  89—92,  129,  138,  214,  215,  239,  242,  243, 
253—256,  263,  265,  266.  It  was  the  investigation  of  the  matter  by  Rade,  op.  cit. 
pp.  70—121,  which  first  threw  light  on  this.  On  Damasus  and  Peter  of  Alex,  see 
Socrat.  IV.  37,  Sozom.  VI.  39,  Theod.  IV.  22.  All  were  agreed  in  holding  Atha- 
nasius  in  high  respect.  It  was  this  that  kept  the  combatants  together.  Gregory 
begins  his  panegyric  (Orat.  21)  with  the  words:  'A6avt%o-iov  STTXIVWV  xfer^v  f-Trxivs- 
a-opxi,  and  in  saying  this  he  said  what  everybody  thought. 

1     See  on  Gratian's  religious  policy  my  art.  in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.  s.  h.  v. 

-  Valentinian  was  the  last  representative  of  the  principle  of  freedom  in  religion, 
in  the  sense  in  which  Constantine  had  sought  to  carry  it  out  in  the  first  and 
larger  half  of  his  reign,  and  also  Julian. 
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the  Church  as  Constantius  had  done,  but  to  rule  it  in  the  spirit 
of  rigid  orthodoxy.  He  had  himself  been  baptised  '  in  the  year 
380,  and  immediately  after  appeared  the  famous  edict  which 
enjoined  the  orthodox  faith  on  all  nations.  It  is,  however,  in 
the  highest  degree  characteristic  of  his  whole  policy  that  this 
faith  is  more  definitely  described  as  the  Roman  and  Alexandrian 
faith,  i.e.,  the  new  doctrinal  orthodoxy  of  Cappadocia  and  Asia 
is  passed  over  in  silence.2  After  his  entry  into  Constantinople 
Theodosius  took  all  their  churches  from  the  Arians  and  handed 
them  over  to  the  orthodox.3  In  the  year  381  he  issued  a 
regulation  in  which  he  prohibited  all  heretics  from  holding 
divine  service  in  the  towns.  In  the  same  year,  however,  the 
Emperor  summoned  a  large  Eastern  Council  to  meet  at  Con 
stantinople,  and  its  resolutions  were  afterwards  regarded  as 
ecumenical  and  strictly  binding,  though  not  till  the  middle  of 
the  fifth  century,  and  in  the  West  not  till  a  still  later  date. 
This  Council  denotes  a  complete  change  in  the  policy  of 
Theodosius.  His  stay  in  the  East  had  taught  him  that  it  was 
necessary  for  him  to  recognise  as  orthodox  all  who  acknow 
ledged  the  Nicene  Creed  however  they  might  interpret  it,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  make  an  attempt  to  gain  over  the  Mace 
donians.  He  had  come  to  see  that  in  the  East  he  must  rely 
upon  the  Eastern  form  of  orthodoxy,  the  new  orthodoxy,  that 
he  would  have  to  suppress  the  aspirations  of  the  Alexandrian 
bishops,  and  that  he  must  do  nothing  which  would  have  the 
appearance  of  anything  like  tutelage  of  the  East  by  the  West. 

1  During  a  severe  illness,  by  the  orthodox  bishop  of  Thessalonica. 

2  Impp.  Gratianus  Valentinianus  et  Theodosius  A  A  A.  ad  populum  urbis  Constan- 
tinop. :  "  Cunctas  populos,  quos  dementias  nostrae  regit  temperamentum  in  tali  volumus 
religione  versari,  quam  divinum  Petrum  apostolum  tradidisse  Romanis  religio  usque 
ad    nunc    ab    ipso   insinuata  declarat  quamque   pontificem  Damasum  sequi  claret  et 
Petrum    Alexandriae    episcopum    virum   apostolicse  sanctitatis,  hoc  est,  ut  secundum 
apostolicam    disciplinam    evangelicamque    doctrinam   patris  et  filii  et  spiritus  sancti 
unam  deitatem  sub  pari  majestate  et  sub  pia  trinitate  credamus  (this  is  the  Western- 
Alexandrian  way  of  formulating  the  problem).  Hanc  legem  sequentes  Christianorum 
catholicorum  nomen  jubemus  amplecti,  reliquos  vere  demenles  vesanosque  judicantes 
hseretici    dogmatis    infamiam    sustinere,    divina    primum  vindicta,  post  etiam  motus 
nostri,    quern    ex    caelesti    arbitrio    sumpserimu  s,    ultione  plectendos "  (Cod.  Theod. 
XVI.   I,  2;  Cod.  Justin  I.   I. 

3  With    the    exception  of  Egypt  most  of  the  Churches  in  the  East  were  at  this 
time  in  the  hands  of  the  Arians. 
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This  reversal  of  his  policy  is  shewn  most  strikingly  by  the  fact 
that  Meletius  of  Antioch  was  called  upon  to  preside  at  the 
Council,  the  very  man  who  was  specially  suspected  by  the 
orthodox  of  the  West.1  He  died  shortly  after  the  Council  met, 
and  first  Gregory  of  Nazianzus, 2  and  then  Nectarius  of  Con- 

1  The  relations    which  existed  in  the  years  378 — 381  between  the  East  and  the 
West    (Alexander    was    closely    allied  with  the  latter)  are  complicated  and  obscure. 
Their    nature   was    still    in    all  essential  respects  determined  by  the  continuance  of 
the  schism  in  Antioch.  The  following  is  certain  (i)  Theodosius,  as  soon  as  he  came 
to  perceive  the  true  state  of  things  in  the  East,  had  ranged  himself  on  the  side  of 
the    orthodox    there;    he  wished  to  suppress  Arianism  not  by  the  aid  of  the  West 
and    of  the  Alexandrian  bishop  Peter  who  was  closely  allied  with  Rome  and  who 
had    already    acted  as  if  he  were  the  supreme  Patriarch  of  the  Greek  Church,  but 
by  the  orthodox  powers  of  the  East  itself.    The  proof  of  this  is  (i)  that  he  trans 
ferred  in  a  body  to  Meletius  the  Arian  Churches  in  Antioch, — Paulinus  was  shelved; 

(2)  that  in  the  Edict  (Cod.  Theodos.  XVI.  I,  3)  he  does  not  mention  Damasus,  but 
on  the  contrary  enumerates  the  orthodox  of  the  East  as  authorities  (July  3oth,  381) 
and    this    Gwatkin,    p.    262,  rightly  terms  an  "amended  definition  of  orthodoxy  "; 

(3)  that  he  refused  to  accede  to  the  repeated  and  urgent  demands  of  the  Westerns 
who    wished    him    to    settle  impartially  the  dispute  at  Antioch  with  due  respect  to 
the  superior  claims  of  Paulinus,  and  also  refused  their  request  for  the  summoning 
of    an  Ecumenical  Council  at  Alexandria;  (4)  that  he  summoned  an  Eastern  Coun 
cil    to    meet  at  Constantinople  without  troubling  himself  in  the  slightest  about  the 
West,   Rome  and  Alexandria,  made  Meletius  president  of  it,  heaped  honours  upon 
him,  and  sanctioned  the  choice  of  a  successor  after  his  death,  and  this  in   spite  of 
the    advice    of   the    Westerns    that    the    whole    Antiochian    Church  should  now  be 
handed   over  to  Paulinus,  an  advice  which  had  the  support  of  Gregory  of  Nazian 
zus    himself.     Nor    can    there   be    any    doubt  in  view  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
Council    was    summoned    to    meet,    that  its    original    intention    was    to  draw  up  a 
formula  of   agreement    with  the  Macedonians.     It  is  certain  (II.)  that  the  orthodox 
Fathers  who  assembled  at  Constantinople  gladly  recognised  and  availed  themselves 
of   the    opportunity    thus    presented    of    freeing    themselves    from    the    tutelage    of 
Alexandria  and  the  West,  and  of  recalling  by  a  distinct  act  the  concessions  which 
they    had   made  under  compulsion  two  years  previously  at  Antioch.     "It  is  in  the 
East  that  the  sun   first  rises,  it  was  starting  from  the  East  that  the  God  who  came 
in    the    flesh    flashed    upon    the    world."     By    their  united  attitude,  their  choice  of 
Flavian  as  the  successor  of  Meletius,  who  had  died  during  the  Council,  by  passing 
the     third   Canon— on    the    importance    of   the    chair   of  Constantinople— and    by 
their    rejection    of  Maximus   who  was  proposed  for  the  chair  of  Constantinople  by 
Alexandria  and  patronised  by  Rome   and  the  West,  they  inflicted  the  severest  pos 
sible  defeat  on  Alexandria  and  the  West,  and  specially  on  the  policy  of  Peter  and 
Damasus.     It    is  certain  (III.)  finally,  that  shortly  before  the  Council  of  Constanti 
nople,  during  the  Council,  and  immediately  after  it  rose,  the  relations  between  the 
Egyptians  and  Westerns  and  the  East  were  of  the  most  strained  character,  and  that 
a  breach  was  imminent.  (See  the  letter  in  Mansi  III.,  p.  631.) 

2  The  choice  of  him  as  president  (on  this  and  on  the  general  procedure  of  the 
Council    see    his    Carmen    cle    vita    sua)    was    not    any  more  than  that  of  Meletius 
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stantinople  presided  over  its  deliberations.  The  opposition  at 
the  Council  between  the  old  orthodox  party,  orthodox  in  the 
Alexandrian  and  Western  sense,  who  were  few  in  numbers, 
and  the  new  orthodox  party  composed  of  Antiochians,  Cappa- 
docians  and  Asiatics,  was  of  the  most  pronounced  character, 
though  we  are  only  partially  acquainted  with  it.1  The  confusion 
was  so  great  that  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  resigned  and  left  the 
Council  with  the  most  bitter  feelings.2  Still  union  was  finally 

approved  of  by  Alexandria  and  Rome.  His  support  of  Paulinus  may  find  its 
explanation  in  the  fact  that  he  aimed  at  getting  into  the  good  graces  of  Rome 
after  he  had  himself  attained  the  Patriarchate.  Gregory  had  a  Tasso-like  nature. 
Quite  incapable  of  effecting  anything  in  the  sphere  of  Church  government  or  poli 
tics,  he  did  not  really  desire  office;  but  he  wished  to  have  the  honour  and  distinc 
tion  which  are  connected  with  office.  So  long  as  he  did  not  have  office  he  was 
ambitious,  when  he  had  it  he  threw  it  away. 

1  The  Egyptians  evea  went  the  length  of  separating  themselves  from  the  majority 
at  the  Council:  they  did  not  approve  of  the  decisions  come  to  by  the  neo-orthodox; 
see  Theodoret  V.  8. 

The  Egyptian  bishops  felt  it  .to  be  intolerable  that  the  Cappadocian  and  not 
their  man,  Maximus,  should  get  the  position  of  Patriarch  in  Constantinople  The 
resignation  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  was  the  price  demanded  by  the  Egyptians 
for  yielding ;  see  Gregory's  farewell  address  to  the  Council,  Orat.  42.  The  Canons 
I — 4  of  the  Council — for  these  only  are  in  all  probability  genuine,  while  those 
which  follow  belong  to  the  Council  of  382 — are  strongly  anti-Alexandrian  and  are 
intended  to  bring  down  the  claims  of  the  Alexandrian  which  were  already  pitched 
high  Canon  3  is  directed  not  so  much  against  Rome  as  against  Alexandria  (Tov 
HSVTOI  K.&jv7TXVTivov7r6hecti$  sTrierKOTrov  e%eiv  TX  7rpea-(3e7x  Tyf  Tt/^t;  /ASTX  TOV  T^t; 
'fufAtfi;  eTria-KOTrov,  Six  TO  elvxi  xi/Tyv  vexv  'Ptii/Ayv).  Canon  2  is  intended  to  put  a 
stop  to  the  attempt  of  the  Hishop  of  Alexandria  to  rule  other  Eastern  Churches. 
But  this  very  Canon  plainly  proves  (cf.  the  sixth  Canon  of  Nice)  that  as  a  matter 
of  fact  the  Hishop  of  Alexandria  had  a  position  in  the  East  which  was  wholly 
different  from  that  of  the  other  bishops.  lie  only  is  mentioned  in  the  singular 
number — TOV  //.ev  'A.he£&v§  fsixt,  eTTi/TKOTrov  .  .  .  TOVC;  Se  Ttj?  'AvxToAyi;  eTria-xoirovt;  .  .  ; 
f^v^XTTOfj-eviav  TOJ-J  Trpeyfiei'wv  Ty  'AvTto%suv  exxhyo-i'a  .  .  ,  TOVI;  ri?$  'A<r/avij?  Sioixy- 
<7g«?  eTTia-xoTTovi; .  .  .  Toi/t;  rye,  novTixyi; .  .  .  rot/?  rij?  ®pzxixyi;.  The  peculiar  position 
of  the  Alexandrian  bishop  which  the  latter  wished  to  develop  into  a  position  of 
primacy,  was  chiefly  due  to  three  causes.  (It  is  quite  clear  that  Athanasius  and 
Peter  wished  so  to  develop  it,  and  perhaps  even  Dionysius  the  Great;  the  inten 
tion  of  the  Alexandrian  scheme  to  place  Maximus  on  the  episcopal  seat  of  Constant! 
nople,  was  to  secure  a  preponderating  influence  upon  the  capital  and  the  imperial 
Church  by  the  aid  of  this  creature  of  Alexandria.)  These  three  causes  were  as 
follows;  (i)  Alexandria  was  the  second  city  of  the  Empire  and  was  recognised  as 
such  in  the  Church  also  at  least  as  early  as  the  middle  of  the  third  century;  see, 
e.g.,  the  conciliar  epistle  of  the  great  Council  of  Antioch  of  the  year  268,  addressed 
"to  the  bishops  of  Rome  and  Alexandria  and  to  all  Catholic  churches."  (Alexandria 
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secured,  although  the  attempt  to  win  over  the  Macedonians 
failed.  The  "150  bishops"  unitedly  avowed  their  adherence 
to  the  Nicene  faith,  and,  as  we  are  told,  accepted  in  addition 
to  this  a  special  explanation  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in 
which  the  complete  Homousia  of  the  Spirit  also  was  expressed. 
In  the  first  canon  containing  the  decisions,  after  the  ratification 
of  the  Nicene  Creed,  Eunomians  (Anomeans)  Arians  (Eudoxians) 
Semi-Arians  (Pneumatomachians)  Sabellians,  Marcellians,  Photini- 
ans  and  Apollinarians  were  expressly  anathematised.  The  Nicene 
Creed  thus  gained  an  unqualified  victory  so  far  as  its  actual 
terms  were  concerned,  but  understood  according  to  the  inter 
pretation  of  Meletius,  the  Cappadocians,  and  Cyril  of  Jerusalem. 
The  community  of  substance  in  the  sense  of  equality  or  like 
ness  of  substance,  not  in  that  of  unity  of  substance,  was  from 
this  time  the  orthodox  doctrine  in  the  East.  But  the  Creed 
which  since  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century  in  the  East,  and 
since  about  530  in  the  West,  has  passed  for  the  ecumenical- 
Constantinopolitan  Creed,  is  neither  ecumenical  nor  Constan- 
tinopolitan;  for  the  Council  was  not  an  ecumenical  one,  but 
an  Eastern  one,  and  it  did  not  in  fact  set  up  any  new 

ranks  as  the  second,  Antioch  as  the  third  city  of  the  Empire  in  Josephus,  de  bello 
Jud.  4,  II,  5,  cf.  the  chronograph  of  the  year  354,  Stryzygowski,  Jahrb.  d.  k. 
deutschen  archaol.  Inslituts.  Supplementary  vol.,  1888,  I.,  die  Kalenderbilder  des 
Chronographen  v.  j.  354,  p.  24  f.  The  chronograph  gives  the  series  thus,  Rome, 
Alexandria,  Constantinople,  Treves.  Lumbroso,  L'Egitto  dei  Greci  e  dei  Romani, 
1882,  p.  86,  proves  that  all  the  authors  of  the  first  to  the  third  centuries  agree  in 
giving  the  first  place  after  Rome  to  Alexandria,  see,  f.g-,  Dio  Chrysostomus,  Orat. 
32,  I,  p.  412 :  v)  yxp  TTO'A/S  vfj.5iv  rffi  peyeQei  xaei  TU  TO'TOJ  7rAf7o-Tov  oa-ov  Sixtyepti 
xxi  irepiQatvas  &7ro$e$ftxTai  Ssvrepec  TUV  into  rov  yhiov.  In  the  ':  ordo  urbium  nobilium  " 
of  Ausonius  we  have  for  the  first  time  the  cities  given  in  the  following  order: 
Rome,  Constantinople,  Carthage,  Antioch,  Alexandria,  Treves.  So  long  as  Alexandria 
was  the  second  city  in  the  Empire,  it  was  the  first  city  in  the  East.  (2)  Alexan 
dria  had  this  in  common  with  Rome,  that  it  had  no  cities  in  its  diocese  which 
were  of  importance  in  any  way.  The  bishop  of  Alexandria  was  always  the  bishop 
of  Egypt  (Libya  and  Pentapolis),  as  the  bishop  of  Rome  was  always  the  bishop 
of  Italy.  The  case  was  quite  otherwise  with  Antioch  and  Ephesus;  they  always 
had  important  episcopates  alongside  of  them.  (3)  The  lead  in  the  great  Arian 
controversy  had  fallen  to  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria;  he  had  shewn  himself  equal 
to  this  task  and  in  this  way  had  come  to  be  the  most  powerful  ecclesiastic  in  the 
East.  The  hints  which  I  have  given  as  to  the  policy  of  the  Alexandrian  Patriarch 
here  and  in  Chap.  III.  2,  have  been  further  developed  in  an  instructive  fashion  by 
Rohrbach  (die  Patriarchen  von  Alexandrien)  in  the  Preuss.  Jahrb.  Vol.  69,  Parts 
i  and  2. 
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Creed.  This  Creed,  on  the  contrary,  is  the  Baptismal  Creed  of 
the  Jerusalem  Church  which  was  issued  in  a  revised  form  soon 
after  362  and  furnished  with  some  Nicene  formulas  and  with 
a  regnla  fidei  in  reference  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  which  was 
perhaps  brought  forward  at  the  Council  of  381  and  approved 
of,  but  which  cannot  pass  for  its  creed.  How  it  subsequently 
came  to  rank  as  a  decision  of  the  Council  is  a  matter  regard 
ing  which  we  are  completely  in  the  dark.  This  much,  how 
ever,  is  clear,  that  if  this  Creed  had  any  connection  at  all  with 
the  Council  of  381,  the  neo-orthodox  character  of  the  latter  is 
thereby  brought  out  in  a  specially  striking  way ;  for  the  so-called 
Creed  of  Constantinople  can  in  fact  be  taken  simply  as  a  for 
mula  of  union  between  orthodox,  Semi-Arians,  and  Pneumato- 
machians.  The  most  contested  phrase  of  the  Nicene  Creed  "  sx 
Tv^q  cvvixq  roi>  TTXTpd*; "  is  wanting  in  it,  and  it  presents  the 
doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  a  form  which  could  not  have 
appeared  wholly  unacceptable  even  to  the  Pneumatomachians.1 

1  On  the  Creed  of  Constantinople  see  my  article  in  Herzog's  R.-Encyklop.  VIII., 
pp.  212 — 230,  which  summarises  the  works  of  Caspari  and  particularly  of  Hort,  and 
carries  the  argument  further.  The  following  facts  are  certain,  (i)  The  Council  of  381  did 
not  set  up  any  new  creed,  but  simply  avowed  anew  its  adherence  to  the  Nicene 
Creed  (Socrat.  V.  8,  Sozom.  VII.  7,  9,  Theodoret  V.  8,  Greg.  Naz.  ep.  102  [Orat.  52] 
the  testimony  of  the  Latin  and  Constantinople  Councils  of  382).  (2)  If  we  take  the  years 
from  381  to  450,  we  do  not  find  in  any  Synodal  Act,  Church  Father,  or  heterodox 
theologians  during  that  period  any  certain  trace  whatsoever  of  the  existence  of  the 
Creed  of  Constantinople,  much  less  any  proof  that  it  was  used  then  as  the  Creed 
of  Constantinople  or  as  the  official  Baptismal  Creed;  it  is  simultaneously  with  the 
recognition  of  the  Council  of  381  as  an  ecumenical  Council — about  451  in  the  East, 
in  the  West  fifty  years  later — that  the  Creed  in  question,  which  now  emerges,  is  first 
described  as  the  Creed  of  Constantinople.  (3)  It  did  not,  however,  then  first  come  into 
existence,  but  is  on  the  contrary  much  older;  it  is  found  already  in  the  Ancoratus  of 
Epiphanius  which  belongs  to  the  year  374,  and  there  is  no  reason  for  holding  that  it  is 
an  interpolation  here ;  on  the  contrary  (4)  the  internal  evidence  goes  to  shew  that  it  is  a 
Nicene  redaction  of  the  Baptismal  Creed  of  Jerusalem  composed  soon  after  362. 
The  Creed  is  thus  not  any  extension  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  but  rather  belongs  to 
that  great  series  of  Creeds  which  sprang  up  after  the  Council  of  Alexandria  (362) 
in  the  second  creed-making  epoch  of  the  Eastern  Churches.  At  that  time  the 
opponents  of  Arianism  in  the  East,  now  grown  stronger,  resolved  to  give  expression 
to  the  Nicene  doctrine  in  connection  with  the  solemn  rite  of  baptism.  It  was 
possible  to  do  this  in  three  different  ways,  that  is  to  say  either  by  embodying  the 
Nicene  catchwords  in  the  old  provincial  church  creeds,  by  enlarging  the  Nicene 
Creed  for  the  special  purpose  of  using  it  as  a  baptismal  Creed,  or,  finally,  by 
adopting  it  itself,  without  alteration,  for  church  use  as  a  baptismal  Creed,  in  spite 
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For  this  very  reason  it  is  certainly  out  of  the  question  to 
regard  the  Creed  as  the  Creed  of  the  Council  of  381.  It  did 
indeed  assert  the  complete  Homousia  of  the  divine  Persons. 
But  the  legendary  process  in  the  Church  which  attached  this 
Creed  to  that  Council  performed  a  remarkable  act  of  justice ; 

of  its  incompleteness  and  its  polemical  character.    These  three  plans  were  actually 
followed.    In    the   first  half  of  the  fifth  century  the  third  was  the  one  most  widely 
adopted,  but  previously  to  this  the  two  first  were  the  favourites.  To  this  series  be 
long  the  revised  Antiochian  Confession,  the  later  Nestorian  Creed,  the  Philadelphia!) 
the    Creed    in  the  pseudo-Athanasian  epptjvefa  els  TO  <ri/^/3oAov,  the  second,  longer 
Creed    in    the  Ancoratus  of  Epiphanius,  the  Cappadocian-Armenian,  the  exposition 
of  the  Nicene  Creed  ascribed  to  Basil,  a  Creed  which  was  read  at  Chalcedon  and 
which    is    described  as  "  Nicene."     To  this  class  our  Creed  also  belongs.     If  it  be 
compared  with  the  Nicene  Creed  it  will  be  easily  seen  that  it  cannot  be  based  on 
the  latter ;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  be  compared  with  the  old  Creed  of  Jerusalem 
(in    Cyril  of  Jerusalem)  it  becomes  plain  that  it  is  nothing  but  a  Nicene  redaction 
of   this    Creed.     But  this  is  as  much  as  to  say  that  it  was  probably  composed  by 
Cyril  of  Jerusalem.    Moreover,  its  general  character  also  perfectly  corresponds  with 
what  we  know  of  Cyril's  theology  and  of  his  gradual  approximation  to  orthodoxy. 
(Socrat.  V.  8,  Sozom.  VII.   7)  "Cyril's  personal  history  presents  in  various  respects 
a   parallel    to   the  transition  of  the  Jerusalem  Creed  into  the  form  of  the  so-called 
Creed    of   Constantinople."  That  is  to  say,  in  the  Creed  which  afterwards  became 
ecumenical  the  words  of  the  Nicene  Creed  "rovr'  ea-Tiv  ex  TYIS  ova-txt;  TOV  7rxTp6$  " 
and  the  Nicene  anathemas  are  omitted.  The  christological  section  accordingly  runs 
thus:    "xxi    els    evx  xvptov  'lya-ovv  Xpitrrdv,  rbv  vibv  TOV  ®eov  TOV  f/cvcyevvj,  rov  ex 
TOV  TTXTpbs  yevvyQevTX  ?rpb  TTXVTUV  TWV  xidivcav,  tyus  ex  QWTOS,  ®ebv  xAy&ivbv  ex  ®eov 
x^SivoVj    yevvydevTx    ov    TroiySevra,     opooviriov  rta  veer  ft,  Si'  ov  TX  TTXVTX  eyevero" 
From  the  writings  of  the  Homoiousians  and  the  Cappadocians  we  can  accordingly 
easily  gather  that  the  "ex  T%S  ova- fats  TOV  TTXTP^S"  presented  a  far  greater  difficulty 
to  the  half-friends  of  the  Nicene  Creed  than  the  opoovo-ios',  for  opoovo-ios  not  with 
out  some  show  of  fairness  might  be  interpreted  as  tipotos  XXT'  ovo-txv,  while  on  the 
contrary    the    "ex  rij?    ova- fas",  both  in  what  it  said  and  in  what  it  excluded — the 
will,  namely — seemed  to  leave  the  door  open  to  Sabellianism.  It  follows  also  from 
Athan.    de    Synodis    that  he  considered  the  "ex  TYIS  ova- fas"  as  of  supreme  impor 
tance;  for    in    a    way    that  is  very  characteristic  of  him  he  observes  that  6/^oova-tos 
is    equal    to    o^oiovo-tos    ex    TYIS    ova-fas,    that    is,    whoever    intentionally   avows  his 
belief    in    the    6fj.oovo-ios    without    the  uex  TYIS  ova-fats"  avows  his  belief  in  it  as  a 
Homoiousian.   The  Christological  formula  in  the  Creed  of  Jerusalem,  i.e.,  -what  was 
later  on  the  Nicene-Constantinopolitan  Creed,  is  thus  almost  homoiousian,e\ei\.  although 
it  retains  the  opoovcrios.    It  corresponds  exactly  to  the  standpoint  which  Cyril  must 
have    taken  up  soon  after  362.     The  same  holds  good  of  what  the  Creed  says  re 
garding    the    Holy  Spirit.     The  words :  u  xxi  els  TO  ittevfia  TO  xyiov,  TO  xvpiov,  TO 
^UOKOIOV,    TO  ex  TOV  irxTpbt;  sxTropevopevov,  TO  a-vv  vxTpi  xxi  v!8>  o-vvx-potrxvvovpevov 
xxi  o-vv$o£x%d[4evov,  TO  AtxAtja-xv  Stx  TWV  Trpo^Tcav"  are  in  entire  harmony  with  the  form 
which  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  had  in  the  sixties.  A  Pneumatomachian  could 
have  subscribed  this  formula  at  a  pinch ;  and  just  because  of  this  it  is  certain  that 
the  Council  of  381  did  not  accept  this  Creed.  We  can  only  conjecture  how  it  came 
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for  in  tracing  back  to  this  Council  "an  enlarged  Nicene  Creed" 
without  the  "ix  TV\C  oufflas  roi>  yratrpdf",  "of  the  substance  of 
the  Father",  without  the  Nicene  anathemas,  and  without  the 
avowal  of  the  Homousia  of  the  Spirit,  and  in  attesting  it  as 
orthodox,  it,  without  wishing  to  do  so,  preserved  the  recollec 
tion  of  the  fact  that  the  Eastern  orthodoxy  of  381  had  really 
been  a  neo-orthodoxy,  which  in  its  use  of  the  word  'Oftocv<rio<:  did 
not  represent  the  dogmatic  conviction  of  Athanasius.  In  the 
quid  pro  quo  involved  in  this  substitution  of  one  Creed  for 
another,  we  have  a  judicial  sentence  which  could  not  conceiv 
ably  have  been  more  discriminating;  but  it  involves  still  more 
than  that — namely,  the  most  cruel  satire.  From  the  fact  that  in 
the  Church  the  Creed  of  Constantinople  gradually  came  to  be 
accepted  as  a  perfect  expression  of  orthodoxy,  and  was  spoken 
of  as  the  Nicene  Creed  while  the  latter  was  forgotten,  it  follows 
that  the  great  difference  which  existed  between  the  old  Faith 
and  the  Cappadocian  neo-orthodoxy  was  no  longer  understood, 
and  that  under  cover  of  the  'O[toov<ric$  a  sort  of  Homoiousian- 
ism  had  in  general  been  reached,  the  view  which  has  really 
been  the  orthodox  one  in  all  Churches  until  this  day.  The 
father  of  the  official  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  the  form  in 
which  the  Churches  have  held  to  it,  was  not  Athanasius,  nor 
Basil  of  Caesarea,  but  Basil  of  Ancyra. 

All  the  same,  the  thought  of  the  great  Athanasius,  though  in 

to  be  the  Creed  of  Constantinople  (see  Hort.,  pp.  97 — 106  f.  and  my  article  pp. 
225  f.,  228  f.).  It  was  probably  entered  in  the  Acts  of  the  Council  as  the  Confes 
sion  by  which  Cyril  had  proved  to  the  Council  that  his  faith  was  orthodox  and 
which  the  highly  esteemed  Epiphanius  had  also  avowed  as  his.  The  Bishop  of 
Constantinople  took  it  from  among  the  Acts  shortly  before  the  year  451  and  put 
it  into  circulation.  The  desire  to  foist  into  the  churches  a  Constantinopolitan  Creed 
was  stronger  in  his  case  than  his  perception  of  the  defects  of  this  very  Creed.  It 
was  about  530  that  the  Creed  of  Constantinople  first  became  a  Baptismal  Creed  in 
the  East  and  displaced  the  Nicene  Creed.  It  was  about  the  same  time  that  it  first 
came  into  notice  in  the  West,  but  it,  however,  very  quickly  shoved  the  old  Apos 
tolic  Baptismal  Creeds  into  the  background,  being  used  in  opposition  to  Germanic 
Arianism  which  was  very  widely  spread  there.  On  the  "filioque"  see  below.  We 
may  merely  mention  the  extreme  and  wholly  unworkable  hypothesis  of  the  Catholic 
Vincenzi  (De  process.  Spiritus  S.,  Romse,  1878)  that  the  Creed  of  Constantinople  is 
a  Greek  made-up  composition  belonging  to  the  beginning  of  the  seventh  century, 
a  fabrication  the  sole  aim  of  which  was  to  carry  back  the  date  of  the  rise  of  the 
heresy  of  the  procession  of  the  Holy  Spirit  ex  patre  solo  into  the  Fourth  Century 
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a  considerably  altered  form,  had  triumphed.  Science  and  the 
revolution  which  took  place  in  the  political  world  had  paved 
the  way  for  its  victory;  suppressed,  it  certainly  never  could 
have  been. 

The  Westerns  were  anything  but  pleased  in  the  first  instance 
with  the  course  things  had  taken  in  the  East.  At  Councils  held 
at  the  same  time  in  .Rome  and  Milan,  in  the  latter  place  under 
the  presidency  of  Ambrose,  they  had  made  representations  to 
Theodosius  and  had  even  threatened  him  with  a  withdrawal 
of  Church  privileges.1  But  Theodosius  answered  them  in  a  very 
ungracious  manner,  whereupon  they  sought  to  justify  their 
attitude.2  The  Emperor  was  prudent  enough  not  to  fall  in 
with  the  proposal  of  the  Westerns  that  an  ecumenical  Council 
should  be  summoned  to  meet  at  Rome.  He  followed  the  policy 
of  Constantius  also  in  keeping  the  Churches  of  the  two  halves 
of  the  Empire  separate,  as  his  choice  of  Rimini  and  Seleucia 
proves.  And  by  his  masterly  conduct  of  affairs  he  actually 
succeeded  in  introducing  a  modus  vivendi  in  the  year  382, 
spite  of  the  attempts  made  to  thwart  him  by  his  colleague 
Gratian  who  was  led  by  Ambrose.  Gratian  summoned  a  General 
Council  to  meet  at  Rome,  to  which  the  Eastern  bishops  were 
also  invited.  But  Theodosius  had  already  got  them  together 
in  Constantinople.  They  accordingly  replied  in  a  letter  in  which 
they  declined  the  invitation,  and  its  tone  which  was  as  praise 
worthy  as  it  was  prudent,  helped  in  all  probability  to  lessen 
the  tension  between  the  East  and  the  West.  They  appealed, 
besides,  not  only  to  the  decisions  of  the  Council  of  381,  but 
also  to  their  resolution  of  378  in  which  they  had  made  advances 
to  the  West,11  and  they  explained  finally  that  they  had  adopted 

1    See  the  letter  '-Sanctum"  in  Mansi  III.,  p.  631. 

•    See  the  letter  "Fidei"  in  Mansi  III.,  p.  630. 

3  The  important  letter  is  in  Theodoret  V.  9.  It  contains  a  description  of  the 
persecutions  which  had  been  endured,  of  the  struggles  which  still  continued,  thanks 
that  they  w?  olxetx  ^e'Atj  should  have  received  an  invitation  to  the  Council  so  that 
they  may  rule  along  with  the  West  and  that  it  may  not  rule  alone,  regret  that  they 
are  prevented  from  appearing  at  it;  then  follows  the  exposition  of  the  Faith,  after 
the  despatch  of  the  three  envoys  had  been  announced:  "What  we  have  suffered 
we  suffered  for  the  Evangelical  Faith  which  was  settled  at  Nicsa,  rxvryv  TJJV 
xxi  vij.1v  xxt  Yifjiiv  xcei  TTXO-I  TO;;  pi)  $tx<rTpe<t<ov<r<  rov  Aoyov  rij? 
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a  recent  detailed  dogmatic  declaration  of  the  Western  bishops, 
of  Damasus  that  is,  and  were  ready  to  recognise  the  Pauli- 
nists  in  Antioch  as  orthodox,  which  meant  that  they  no  longer 
suspected  them  of  Marcellianism. l  The  despatch  of  three  envoys 
to  Rome  where,  besides  Jerome,  the  distinguished  Epiphanius 
happened  to  be  just  at  this  time,  could  not  but  help  towards 

Trio-reaii;  (rvvixpe<rxeiv  Srt  ryv  iJt.6hi$  TTOTS  [sic]  Trpeo-fiuTXTyv  re  oii&xv  xxi  &x6kov6ov 
T<a  fixirTiffitxTi  xxi  SiSxtrxovyxv  fii'txi;  irHTTeveiv  el$  TO  'ovo/tx  TOV  TrxTpdt;  xxi  TOV 
vlov  xxi  TOV  x-yiov  7rvev/j.xTOi;,  SyAxSy  6l6Ttrrt(  TS  xxi  Svvxpewt;  xxi  ov<rixt;  \J.ixs  TOV 
TTXTpos  Ktx'  T°v  viov  xxi  TOV  xytov  Trvfv/AOfTOG  TrirTevoitsvys,  6(tOTtftOV  TS  TVJ$  x%ix$ 
xxi  a-vvx'iSiov  TV??  f3#<nAe/#£,  sv  Tpio-i  TSteixit;  vTroa-Txo-ea-iv  yyouv  Tpio-i  TSteioii;  irpo- 
a-wTro/5,  w?  WTS  TJJV  ZxjBehAtov  vo<rov  %ti)pxv  A«(3e7v  o-vy%eoii£vwv  TWV  vTroa-Txreuv, 
s'tyovv  TWV  iSiOTJTUv  xvxipovpe'jiiiiv,  nvi  TE  //ifv  Tyv  TWV  Evvo/Jiixvav  xxi  'Apsixvuv  xxi 
I\vfviJ.aTO(j.xx,(av  phxo-Q>yiJ.ixi>  if%6tiVj  rij?  ovtrixi;  $  rtj?  (^va-swt;  %  rij?  6t6rtfTOf  Tfi^t,- 
vo/Afvys  xxi  Ty  xxTi'trTta  xxt  o^iooviriw  xxi  yvvaiiSita  TpixSi  iJ.eTxyeve<TTepx$  TIVOI;  >j 
XTIITTVIS  $  sTspooua-iov  tyvirfias  eTfxyo/jisv^^.  The  Easterns  did  not  yield  anything 
here  and  yet  they  expressed  their  belief  in  as  conciliatory  a  form  as  possible  since 
they  were  silent  about  Marcellus,  called  Sabellianism  a  "disease",  but  Arianism  a 
"blasphemy  ".  Next  follows  the  reference  to  the  acts  of  the  Councils  of  379  and 
381,  then  an  explanation  regarding  the  new  appointment  to  the  "as  it  were  newly 
founded  Church  of  Constantinople "  and  to  the  bishopric  of  Antioch  where — this  is 
directed  against  Rome  and  Alexandria — the  name  Christian  first  arose.  So  too  the 
recognition  of  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  who  had  suffered  so  much  for  the  Faith,  is 
justified.  Jerusalem  is  called  in  this  connection  "the  mother  of  all  Churches."  The 
Easterns  at  the  close  beseech  the  Westerns  to  give  their  consent  to  all  this,  rtJs 
7rvfv(j.XTixv!<;  tiea-iTsvoviryi;  xyxTryt;  xxi  TOV  xvpixxov  $>6@ov,  TTXO-XV  jj.lv  xxTxiTTeh- 
Aovro?  xvQpWTri'vyv  TrpoxTrxQeixv,  Tyv  §£  TUV  exx&yo-iuv  oixoSo^ytv  TrpOTi/tOTepxv  TTOIOVVTOI; 
Ttj?  Tffot;  TOV  xxS'  svx  o-v/47rxfjeixi;  %  %apiTot;.  Then  will  we  no  longer  say,  what  is 
condemned  by  the  Apostles:  "I  am  of  Paul,  and  I  of  Apollos,  and  I  of  Cephas", 
but  we  shall  all  appear  as  belonging  to  Christ,  who  is  not  divided  in  us,  and  will 
with  the  help  of  God  preserve  the  body  of  the  Church  from  division. 

1  The  so-called  fifth  Canon  of  the  Council  of  381  (see  Rade,  pp.  107,  116  f., 
133)  belongs  to  the  Synod  of  382,  as  also  the  sixth;  the  seventh  is  later.  It  runs: 
Trepi  TOV  Topou  T&V  &VTULUV  xxi  rov$  ev  ^AvTioxsttz  XTreSe^x/^sSx  TOvt;  /jtixv  opoho- 
yovvTxt;  TTXTpos  x&(  viov  x&i  xyiov  TTV«I///«TO?  SeoTyTX.  It  can  only  be  the  Paulinists  in 
Antioch  who  are  here  referred  to.  But  as  regards  the  Western  Tomos  we  must  with 
Rade,  op.  cit.,  apparently  take  it  to  be  the  twenty-four  Anathemas  of  Damasus  (in  Theo- 
doret  V.  II.).  This  noteworthy  document,  which  perhaps  originated  in  the  year  381, 
presents  in  a  full  and  definite  way  the  standpoint  of  the  Westerns  in  regard  to 
the  different  dogmatic  questions.  It  is  specially  worthy  of  notice  that  the  doctrine 
of  Marcellus  is  condemned  without  any  mention  being  made  of  its  author.  The 
ninth  anathema  is  further  of  importance  and  also  the  eleventh:  "If  anyone  does  not 
confess  that  the  Son  is  from  the  Father,  /'.£.,  is  born  of  His  Divine  substance,  let 
him  be  accursed."  Compare  with  this  the  so-called  Creed  of  Constantinople  in  which 
the  ex  TV}?  ovo-i'xs  is  wanting.  The  fulness  with  which  the  doctrines  of  the  Incar 
nation  and  the  Holy  Spirit  are  already  treated,  is  significant. 
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the  conclusion  of  a  treaty  of  peace.  The  opposition  to  Necta- 
rius  of  Constantinople  and  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  was  now  allowed 
to  drop  in  Rome ;  but  the  Western  bishops  could  not  yet  bring 
themselves  to  acknowledge  Flavian  in  Antioch,  and,  moreover, 
Paulinus,  his  opponent,  was  himself  present  at  the  Council  in  Rome. 
There  was  once  more  a  strong  reaction  against  Apollinarianism.1 
If  Arianism,  or  Homoeism,  from  the  time  when  it  ceased 
to  enjoy  the  imperial  favour  tended  rapidly  to  disappear  in 
the  Empire,  if  too  it  had  no  fanatic  as  Donatism  had,  it  was 
nevertheless  still  a  power  in  the  East  in  383  ;  large  provinces 
had  still  Arian  tendencies,  the  common  people "  in  them  above 
all ;  while  in  the  West  it  had  supporters  3  in  the  Empress  Jus- 

1  To  this  period,  according  to  Rade's  pertinent  conjecture,  the  work  of  Damasus 
given  in  Theodoret  V.  10  against  Apollinarianism,  also  belongs.  It  probably  came 
from  the  pen  of  Jerome,  soon  after  382,  and  gives  expression  to  the  supreme  self- 
consciousness  of  the  occupant  of  the  chair  of  Peter.  Jerome  always  flattered  Damasus. 

•  The  Church  historians,  Philostorgius  in  particular,  give  us  some  information 
about  this,  but  they  do  not  enter  much  into  particulars.  Eunomius  kept  his  ground 
firmly  and  courageously  and  declined  all  compromises.  He  did  not  even  so  much 
as  recognise  the  baptism  and  ordination  of  the  other  Church  parties  (Philostorg.  X.  4). 
The  Conciliar  epistle  of  the  Easterns  of  the  year  382  (see  above)  further  shews 
what  difficulties  the  attempt  to  carry  through  the  Homoousios  gave  rise  to. 

3  See  the  struggles  of  Ambrose  against  Arianism  in  Upper  Italy,  which  went 
on  still  the  year  388.  After  the  death  of  his  mother,  Valentinus  II.  declared  for 
orthodoxy ;  see  Cod.  Theodos.  XVI.  5,15.  The  knowledge  that  Maximus  the  usurper  had 
owed  his  large  following  to  the  fact  of  his  being  strictly  orthodox  helped  to  bring 
about  this  decision.  The  assertion  of  Libanius  that  Maximus  entered  into  an  alliance 
even  with  the  unruly  and  rebellious  Alexandrians  is  one  which  is  calculated  to 
make  us  reflect.  The  fact  that  in  the  days  of  Theodosius  Ambrose  was  at  the 
head  of  the  Church  in  the  West,  probably  contributed  largely  to  bring  about  an 
adjustment  of  the  differences  between  the  Western-Alexaadrian  and  the  Cappado- 
cian-neo-orthodox  doctrines  of  the  Son.  This  bishop  had  learned  from  Philo,  Origen, 
and  Basil,  and  he  had  friendly  intercourse  with  the  last  mentioned;  but  he  never 
shewed  any  interest  in  or  appreciation  of  the  difference  between  the  form  of 
doctrine  in  East  and  West,  and  he  did  not  go  into  the  speculations  of  the  theolo 
gians  of  the  East.  It  was  thus  merely  in  a  superficial  fashion  that  he  accepted  the 
theological  science  of  the  East.  But  this  very  fact  was  of  advantage  to  him  so  far 
as  his  position  was  concerned;  for  it  meant  that  he  did  not  separate  himself  from 
the  common  sense  of  the  West,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  he  had  a  great  respect 
for  the  Cappadocian  theology  and  consequently  was  admirably  suited  for  being  a 
peace-maker.  Ex  professo  he  did  not  handle  the  Trinitarian  problem ;  his  formula 
bear  what  is  essentially  the  Western  stamp,  without,  however,  being  pointed  against 
the  "  Meletians  ".  and  in  fact,  he  himself  accepted  the  statement :  "  nulla  est  discre- 
pantia  divinilatis  et  operis;  non  igitur  in  utroque  una  persona,  sed  una  substantia 
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tinia  and  her  son.  Theodosius  was  more  concerned  to  win 
over  the  Arians  than  to  drive  them  out  of  the  Church.  In  the 
first  years  of  his  reign  while  shewing  a  firm  determination  to 
establish  orthodoxy,  he  had  at  the  same  time  followed  a  sort 
of  conciliatory  policy  which,  however,  to  the  honour  of  the 
Arians  be  it  said,  did  not  succeed.  Just  as  in  381  he  invited 
the  Macedonians  to  the  Council,  so  in  the  year  383  he  made 
a  further  attempt  to  unite  all  the  opposing  parties  at  a  Con- 
stantinopolitan  Council  and  if  possible  to  bring  about  concord. 
The  attempt  was  sincere — even  Eunomius  was  present — but 
it  failed ;  but  it  is  very  memorable  for  two  reasons :  ( i ) 
the  orthodox  bishop  of  Constantinople  made  common  cause 
on  this  occasion  with  the  Novatian  bishop,  a  proof  of  how 
insecure  the  position  of  orthodoxy  in  the  capital  itself  still  was ; ' 
(2)  an  attempt  was  made  at  the  Council  to  transfer  the  whole 
question  in  dispute  between  orthodox  and  Arians  into  the 
region  of  tradition.  The  Holy  Scriptures  were  to  be  dispensed 
with,  and  the  proof  of  the  truth  of  orthodoxy  was  to  be  furnished 
solely  by  the  testimony  of  the  ante-Nicene  Fathers  to  whose 
authority  the  opposite  party  must  as  good  Catholics  bow.  This 
undertaking  was  a  prophecy  of  the  ominous  future  which  was 
before  the  Church,  and  proved  at  the  same  time  that  the  actual 

est "  j  but  on  the  other  hand :  u  non  duo  domini,  sed  uuus  dominus,  quia  et  pater 
deus  et  filius  deus,  sed  unus  deus,  quia  pater  in  filio  et  films  in  patre — neverthe 
less — unus  deus,  quia  una  deltas  "  (see  Forster,  Ambrosius,  p.  130).  Ambrose  did  not 
engage  in  any  independent  speculations  regarding  the  Trinity,  as  Hilary  did  (see  Rein- 
kens,  op.  cit.,  and  Schvvane,  D  G.  d.  patrist.  Zeit.,p.  150  ff.).  The  fact,  however,  that 
in  the  fourth  century  the  greatest  theologian  of  the  West — namely,  Jerome,  and  the 
most  powerful  ecclesiastical  prince  of  the  West,  Ambrose,  had  learned  their  theology 
from  the  Greeks,  was  the  most  important  cause  of  the  final  union  of  East  and 
West  in  the  matter  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  Hosius,  Julius  of  Rome,  Lucifer 
and  Damasus  of  Rome  would  not  have  been  able  to  accomplish  the  dogmatic 
unity  of  the  two  halves  of  the  Empire.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  dogmatic  unity  did 
not  spring  from  the  alliance  of  Athanasius,  Julius,  Peter,  and  Damasus,  Alexandria 
and  Rome  that  is,  but  from  the  alliance  of  Athanasius,  Hilary,  Basil,  Jerome,  and 
Ambrose. 

1  On  the  Novatians  in  the  East  in  the  Fourth  Century  and  their  relations  to  the 
orthodox,  particularly  in  the  city  of  Constantinople,  see  my  articles  s.  v.  "  Nova 
tian",  "Socrates",  in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.  The  Novatians,  strange  to  say,  always 
had  been  and  continued  to  be  Nicene.  The  explanation  of  this  may  be  found  in 
the  fact  that  they  originated  in  the  West,  or  in  the  fact  of  their  connection  with 
the  West. 
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interest  in  the  controversy  in  the  East  had  already  once  more 
taken  a  secondary  place  compared  with  the  conservative  interest. 
Nothing  grows  faster  than  tradition,  and  nothing  is  more  con 
venient  when  the  truth  of  a  proposition  has  to  be  defended 
than  to  fall  back  on  the  contention  that  it  has  ahvays  been  so.1 
After  this  Council  Theodosius  discontinued  his  efforts  in 
favour  of  union  and  from  this  time  sought  to  suppress  Arian- 
ism.  Ambrose  seconded  his  plans  in  Upper  Italy.  The  orthodox 
State-Church,  which  was,  however,  on  the  other  hand,  a  Church- 
State,  was  established.  Severe  laws  were  now  passed  against 
all  heretics  with  the  exception  of  the  Novatians.2  The  State 
had  at  last  secured  that  unity  of  the  Church  which  Constantine 
had  already  striven  after.  But  it  was  a  two-edged  sword.  It 
injured  the  State  and  dealt  it  a  most  dangerous  wound.  Amongst 
the  Greeks  Arianism  died  out  more  quickly  than  Hellenism. 
Violent  schisms  amongst  the  Arians  themselves  seem  to  have 
accelerated  its  downfall, 3  but  the  different  stages  are  unknown 

1  Socr.  V.  10  (Sozom.  VII.  12)  has  given  us  some  information  regarding  the 
proceedings  at  the  Council  of  Constantinople  in  383.  Theodosius  wished  to  have 
an  actual  conference  between  the  opposing  parties.  Sisinius,  the  reader  to  the 
Novatian  bishop  Agelius,  is  then  said  to  have  advised  that  instead  of  having  a 
disputation  the  matter  should  be  settled  simply  on  the  basis  of  passages  from  the 
Fathers ;  the  patristic  proof  alone  was  to  be  authoritative.  Socrates  tells  us  that 
with  the  consent  of  the  Emperor  this  was  actually  the  course  followed,  and  that 
on  the  part  of  the  orthodox  only  those  Fathers  were  appealed  to  who  had  lived 
before  the  Arian  controversy.  The  raising  of  the  question,  however,  as  to  whether 
the  various  parties  actually  recognised  these  Fathers  as  authoritative,  produced  a 
Babylonian  confusion  amongst  them,  and  indeed  even  amongst  the  members  of  one 
and  the  same  party,  so  that  the  Emperor  abandoned  this  plan  of  settling  the 
dispute.  He  next  collected  together  Confessions  composed  by  the  different  parties 
(the  bold  one  composed  by  Eunomius  is  still  preserved,  see  Mansi  III.,  p.  646  sq.), 
but  rejected  them  all  with  the  exception  of  the  orthodox  one,  and  ungraciously  sent 
the  parties  home.  The  Arians,  it  is  said,  consoled  themselves  for  the  Emperor's 
unkind  treatment  of  them,  with  the  saying  that  "many  are  called  but  few  chosen ". 
This  narrative,  so  far  as  the  particulars  are  concerned,  is  too  much  a  made-up 
one  to  be  implicitly  trusted.  But  the  attempt  to  decide  the  whole  question  on  the 
authority  of  tradition  was  certainly  made.  If  we  consider  how  at  first  both  parties 
proceeded  almost  exclusively  on  the  basis  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  we  can  perceive 
in  the  attempt  an  extremely  significant  advance  in  the  work  of  laying  waste  the 
Eastern  Churches. 

-    See    Cod.    Theodos.    XVI.   I,  4  of  the  year  386  and  the  other  laws  of  Theo 
dosius  and  his  sons.  Things  became  particularly  bad  from  about  410  onwards. 
3    See  Sozom.  in  Books  VII.  and  VIII..  especially  in  VIII.   i. 
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to  us.  The  history  of  its  fortunes  amongst  the  German  peoples 
until  the  seventh  century  does  not  fall  within  the  scope  of 
this  work.  The  educated  laity,  however,  in  the  East  regarded 
the  orthodox  formula  rather  as  a  necessary  evil  and  as  an 
unexplainable  mystery  than  as  an  expression  of  their  Faith. 
The  victory  of  the  Nicene  Creed  was  a  victory  of  the  priests 
over  the  faith  of  the  Christian  people.  The  Logos-doctrine  had 
already  become  unintelligible  to  those  who  were  not  theologi 
ans.  The  setting  up  of  the  Nicene-Cappadocian  formula  as  the 
fundamental  Confession  of  the  Church  made  it  perfectly  im 
possible  for  the  Catholic  laity  to  get  an  inner  comprehension 
of  the  Christian  Faith  taking  as  their  guide  the  form  in  which 
it  was  presented  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Church.  The  thought 
that  Christianity  is  the  revelation  of  something  incomprehen 
sible  became  more  and  more  a  familiar  one  to  men's  minds. 
This  thought  has  for  its  obverse  side  the  adoration  of  the 
mystery,  '  and  for  its  reverse  side  indifference  and  subjection  to 
mystagogues.2  The  priests  and  theologians  could  certainly  not 
give  the  people  more  than  they  possessed  themselves ;  but  it  is 
alarming  to  note  in  the  ecclesiastical  literature  of  the  Fourth 
Century  and  the  period  following  how  little  attention  is  given 
to  the  Christian  people.  The  theologians  had  always  the  clergy, 
the  officials,  good  society  in  their  minds.  The  people  must 
simply  believe  the  Faith;  they  accordingly  did  not  live  in  this 
Faith,  but  in  that  Christianity  of  the  second  rank  which  is 

1  Athanasius  had  already  described  the  whole  substance  of  the  Christian  religion 
as  a  "  doctrine  of  the  mysteries  " — see,  e.g.,  his  Festival-letters,  p.  68  (ed.  Larsow). 

2  We    have    here,    above    all,    to    remember    the  attitude  taken  up  by  Socrates, 
which  is  typical  of  that  of  the  ecclesiastically  pious  laity  of  the  East.     His  stand 
point  is — we  ought  silently  to  adore  the  mystery.  Whatever  the  generation  the  last 
but    one   before  his  own  has  fixed,  is  for  him  already  holy:   but  he  will  have  no 
thing    to    do    with    dogmatic  disputes  in  his  own  time,  and  one  may  even  find  in 
what  he  says  traces  of  a  vague  feeling  on  his  part  that  the  laity  as  regards  their  Faith 
had  in  fine  been  duped  by  the  bishops  and  their  controversies.  His  agreement  with 
what   was    said  by  Euagrius  in  reference  to  the  Trinity  (III.  7)  is  characteristic  of 
his   position   in    the   matter :    Trsia-x  Trporxa-i^  tj  yevo?  %%fi  xxrtj'yopoviJ.evov  tj  H$o$  $ 
SiaQopocv  »f  a- up  fie  (3^X0$  %  ro  IK  TOVTUV  ffvyxetiievov  ovStv  SI  e irt  ry$  uy'iots  rp I£$OG  ruv 
tiptjpevuv  eo-Tt  A«/3e7v.  a-tuny  •x-poo-xvveitrSw  rb  ecppyrov.  He  will  have  nothing  to  do 
with    ova-ioe    and    vTrotrTxa-it;.     The  case  too  of  Procopius  of  Cassarea  illustrates  the 
attitude  of  reserve  taken  up  by  the  laity  in  the  sixth  century  to  the  whole  dogmatic 
system  of  the  Church. 
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represented  in  the  legends  of  the  saints,  in  apocalypses,  in 
image-worship,  in  the  veneration  of  angels  and  martyrs,  in 
crosses  and  amulets,  in  the  Mass  regarded  as  magical  worship, 
and  in  sacramental  observances  of  all  sorts.  Christ  as  the 
bftoouyic?  became  a  dogmatic  form  of  words ;  and  in  place  of 
this  the  bones  of  the  martyrs  became  living  saints,  and  the 
shades  of  the  old  dethroned  gods  together  with  their  worship, 
revived  once  more. 


APPENDIX. 


THE  DOCTRINE   OF   THE   HOLY   GHOST   AND   OF  THE  TRINITY. 

I.  IN  the  baptismal  formula,  along  with  the  confession  of 
belief  in  the  Father  and  Son,  there  had  always  been  from  early 
times  a  confession  also  of  belief  in  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  belief 
expressed  the  thought  that  Christianity  has  within  it  the  Spirit 
of  the  Father— the  Spirit  of  Christ— the  living,  illuminating, 
divine  principle.  The  Spirit  is  the  gift  of  God.  But  after  the 
Montanist  controversies  the  combination  of  Spirit  and  Church, 
Spirit  and  individual  Christians  came  to  have  a  secondary  place 
in  regular  theological  thought.  The  World-Church  and  its  theo 
logians  busied  themselves  instead  with  the  Spirit  in  so  far  as  it 
spoke  through  the  prophets,  in  so  far  as  it  had  before  this 
brooded  "over  the  waters",  in  so  far  as  it  descended  on  Christ 
at  His  baptism,  etc. — though  this  soon  became  a  minor  point — 
or  took  part  in  His  human  origin.  But  there  was  quite  an 
accumulation  of  difficulties  here  for  rational  theology.  These 
difficulties  lay  (i)  in  the  notion  itself,  in  so  far  as  Trvsvpu  also 
described  the  substance  of  God  and  of  the  Logos;  (2)  in  the 
impossibility  of  recognising  any  specific  activity  of  the  Spirit  in 
the  present;  (3)  in  the  desire  to  ascribe  to  the  Logos  rather 
than  to  the  Spirit  the  active  working  in  the  universe  and  in 
the  history  of  revelation.  The  form  of  the  Spirit's  existence,  its 
rank  and  function  were  accordingly  quite  uncertain.  By  one 
the  Holy  Spirit  was  considered  as  a  gift  and  as  an  impersonal — 
and  therefore  also  an  unbegotten — power  which  Christ  had 
promised  to  send  and  which  consequently  became  an  actual 
fact  only  after  Christ's  Ascension ;  by  another  as  a  primitive 
power  in  the  history  of  revelation ;  by  a  third  as  an  active 
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power  in  the  world-process  also.  Others  again  attributed  to  it 
a  personal  existence  misled  by  the  expression  "  the  Paraclete". 
Of  these  some  regarded  it  as  a  created  divine  being,  others  as 
the  highest  spiritual  creature  made  by  God,  the  highest  angel; 
others  again  as  the  second  Trpofiohy  or  "  derivatio  "  of  the  Father, 
and  thus  as  a  permanently  existing  Being  sharing  in  the  God 
head  itself;  while  once  more  others  identified  it  with  the  eternal 
Son  Himself.  There  were  actually  some  too  who  were  inclined 
to  regard  the  Spirit,  which  is  feminine  in  Hebrew,  and  which 
was  identified  with  the  "  Wisdom  "  of  God,  as  a  female  principle.  l 
The  views  held  regarding  its  rank  and  functions  also  were 
accordingly  very  different.  All  who  regarded  the  Spirit  as  personal, 
subordinated  it  to  the  Father  and  probably  also  as  a  rule  to 
the  Son  when  they  distinguished  it  from  the  latter,  for  the 
relation  of  Father  and  Son  did  not  seem  to  permit  of  the 
existence  of  a  third  being  of  the  same  kind,  and,  besides,  Christ 
had  expressly  said  that  he  would  send  the  Spirit,  and  therefore 
it  looked  as  if  the  latter  were  His  servant  or  messenger.  The 
other  idea  that  the  Logos  is  the  organ  of  the  Spirit  or  Wisdom 
is  very  rarely  met  with.  This  or  an  idea  similar  to  it  was  the 
one  reached  by  those  who  distinguished  between  the  impersonal 
Logos  or  Wisdom  eternally  inherent  in  God  and  the  created 
Logos  or  Wisdom,  and  then  identified  the  divine  in  Christ  with 
the  latter.  As  to  its  functions,  we  meet  with  no  further  specu 
lations  regarding  their  peculiar  nature  after  the  attempts  of  the 
Montanists  to  define  them,  until  a  very  much  later  date  when 
at  last  theologians  had  learned  to  commit  a  special  department 
of  the  mysteries  to  the  care  of  the  Spirit.  All  that  was  mean 
while  said  regarding  the  activity  of  the  Spirit  in  the  world- 
process,  in  the  history  of  revelation,  in  regeneration,  including 
illumination  and  sanctification,  was  of  a  wholly  vague  kind,  and 
was  frequently  either  the  expression  of  perplexity  or  of  exegetical 
learning,  but  never  gave  evidence  of  any  special  theological 
interest  in  the  question.  We  must  not,  however,  overlook  the  fact 
that  in  Church  theology  in  its  oldest  form  as  we  see  it  in  Irenaeus 

1  The  fact  that  in  the  original  draft  of  the  Apostolical  Constitutions  (II.  26)  a 
parallel  is  drawn  between  the  deaconess  and  the  Holy  Spirit  is  perhaps  connected 
with  this  too. 
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and  Tertullian,  we  find  an  attempt  made  to  give  to  the  Spirit, 
which  had  necessarily  to  be  ranked  as  a  being  of  special  dignity 
within  the  Godhead,  an  immanent  relation  to  the  Father  and 
the-  Son.  The  passages  in  Irenasus  referring  to  the  Spirit  are 
of  special  importance,  though  Tertullian  was  the  first  to  call 
Him  "God".  One  can  trace  within  theology  a  well-marked  line 
of  development  running  from  Justin  through  Tertullian  to  Origen.1 
After  Sabellius,  starting  from  totally  different  premises,  had  by 
his  speculations  drawn  attention  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  Origen 
here  too  supplied  a  definite  conception  on  the  subject  just  as 
he  had  in  connection  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos.  While 
admitting  the  want  of  any  certainty  in  what  was  given  by  tradi 
tion,  he  treated  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  entirely  according 
to  the  analogy  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  and  even  demanded 
that  it  should  be  so  treated.  The  Holy  Spirit  forms  part  of  the 
Godhead,  it  is  a  permanently  existing  divine  Being,  but  it  is  at 
the  same  time  a  creature,  and  a  creature,  in  fact,  which  occupies 
a  stage  lower  than  the  Son,  because  it,  like  everything  created, 
has  come  into  being  by  the  Son  or  Logos.  The  sphere  of  its 
activity  is  correspondingly  smaller  than  that  of  the  Son.  Origen 
declared  that  intensively  it  was  more  important,  but  he  did  not 
give  this  its  due  value,  since  for  him  the  categories  of  magnitude, 
space,  and  causality  were  in  the  last  resort  the  highest. "  The 
fact  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  was  treated  in  Tertul 
lian  (adv.  Prax.)  and  Origen  in  a  way  perfectly  analogous  to 
that  followed  in  the  case  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  is  the 
strongest  possible  proof  that  there  was  no  specific  theological 
interest  taken  in  this  point  of  doctrine. 3  Nor  was  it  different  in 

1  But  it  is  only  in  so  far  as  Origen  teaches  the  pre-temporal  "processio"  of 
the  Spirit  that  his  doctrine  betokens  an  advance  on  that  of  Tertullian,  who  still 
essentially  limits  the  action  of  the  Spirit  to  the  history  of  the  world  and  of  revela 
tion.  By  the  "  unius  substantise "  which  he  regards  as  true  of  the  Spirit  also,  Ter 
tullian  comes  nearer  the  views  which  finally  prevailed  in  the  Fourth  Century  than 
Origen.  For  the  remarkable  formula  used  by  Hippolytus  in  connection  with  the 
Spirit,  see  Vol.  II.,  p.  261. 

"  On  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  before  Origen  and  in  Origen  see  Vol.  II. 
passim,  Kahnis,  L.  vom.  h.  Geist,  1847,  Bigg,  The  Christian  Platonists,  171  sq., 
Nitzsch,  pp.  289 — 293. 

3  It  is  in  Irenseus  alone  that  we  find  indications  of  any  specific  speculation 
regarding  the  Holy  Spirit. 
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the  period  following.  The  Arian  and  the  Arianising  formulae  of 
the  Fourth  Century  still  at  least  embody  the  attempt  to  state 
in  reference  to  the  Spirit  what,  according  to  the  old  Church 
tradition,  describes  the  character  of  its  active  working,  little  as 
that  is ;  the  pompous  formula  of  orthodoxy,  however,  merely 
gives  expression  to  the  general  thought  that  there  is  no  foreign 
element  in  the  Godhead,  and  shews,  moreover,  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  hypostasis  of  the  Holy  Spirit  was  already  beginning  to 
be  an  embarrassing  one  for  the  Church. 

The  doctrine  of  Origen  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  an  individual 
hypostasis  and  that  it  is  a  created  being  included  within  the 
sphere  of  the  Godhead  itself,  found  only  very  partial  accept 
ance  for  more  than  a  century.  And  even  in  the  cases  in  which, 
under  the  influence  of  the  baptismal  formula,  reference  was 
made  to  a  Trinity  in  the  Godhead — which  came  to  be  more 
and  more  the  practice, — the  third  Being  was  still  left  in  the 
vague,  and,  as  at  an  earlier  period,  we  hear  of  the  promised 
gift  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  Nevertheless  the  philosophical  theolo 
gians  became  more  and  more  convinced  that  it  was  necessary 
to  assume  the  presence  not  merely  of  a  threefold  economy  in 
the  Godhead,  but  of  three  divine  beings  or  substances.  In  the 
first  thirty  years  after  the  commencement  of  the  Arian  contro 
versy,  the  Holy  Spirit  is  scarcely  ever  mentioned,1  although  the 
Lucianists  and  consequently  Arius  too  regarded  it  as  indeed  a 
divine  hypostasis,  but  at  the  same  time  as  the  most  perfect 
creature,  which  the  Father  had  created  through  the  Son  and 
which  therefore  was  inferior  to  the  Son  also  in  nature,  dignity, 
and  position. 2  In  their  Confessions  they  kept  to  the  old  simple 
tradition :  TCI^T  svoftev  V.CLI  sit;  TO  Trvsufitx,  TO  ayiov,  TO  in;  TTtzpaxhyfiv 
xxi  xyioKriAOv  xxi  TshsiuTiv  Toft;  TTHTTfuovo't  Stidftsvov,3  "  and  we  believe 

1  See  Basil.,  ep.  125:  6  Ss  irepi  TOV  -KV^^MTOC,  Arfyo?  ev  irapaSpopy  xelTxi,  olSf- 
tJiixt;  £$•£  py  xir  1x5  x^icaSei^  Six  TO  pySeTru  TJTS  xextvyffQai  TO  tyryfut,  i.e.,  at  the 
time  of  the  Nicene  Council. 

-  See  above,  p.  19.  The  view  of  Eunomius  is  representative  of  the  whole  group  ; 
see  the  documents  which  originated  with  him  and  Basil  c.  Eunom.  III.  5.  Epipha- 
nius  has  pithily  summarised  the  Arian  doctrine  (H.  69  c.  56):  TO  xyiov  irvsSpx 
XTitrpx  Kxhiv  XTi'rptKTJs  Qxtriv  Hvxi  Six  TO  Six  roC  vlov  TX  TTXVTX  yeyevyo-Qxi 
(John  I.  3). 

3  See  the  so-called  Confession  of  Lucian,  i.e.,  the  Second  Creed  of  Antioch.; 
cf.  besides  the  third  and  fourth  formulae  of  Antioch,  the  so-called  formula  of 
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in  the  Holy  Spirit  given  to  believers  for  consolation,  and  sancti- 
fication,  and  perfection."  They  recognised  three  graduated 
hypostases  in  the  Godhead.  The  fact  that  Athanasius  did  not 
in  the  first  instance  think  of  the  Spirit  at  all,  regarding  which 
also  nothing  was  fixed  at  Nicaea,  is  simply  a  proof  of  his  intense 
interest  in  his  doctrine  of  the  Son.  The  first  trace  of  the 
emergence  of  the  question  as  to  the  Spirit  is  found,  so  far  as  I 
know,  in  the  Anathemas  (20  ff.)  of  the  very  conservative  Creed 
of  the  Eusebian  Council  of  Sirmium  (351).  Here  the  identifica 
tion  of  the  Holy  Spirit  with  the  unbegotten  God  and  with  the 
Son,  as  also  the  designation  of  it  as  pipes  TOU  Trxrpoq  $  TOV  uiov, 
(part  of  the  Father  and  of  the  Son,)  are  forbidden. '  It  was 
towards  the  end  of  the  fifties  that  Athanasius  directed  his 
attention  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  he  at  once 
took  up  a  firm  position. "  If  the  Holy  Spirit  belongs  to  the 
Godhead  it  must  be  worshipped,  if  it  is  an  independent  being 
then  all  that  holds  good  of  the  Son  holds  good  of  it  also,  for 
otherwise  the  Triad  would  be  divided  and  blasphemed  and  the 
rank  of  the  Son  too  would  again  become  doubtful — this  is  for 
him  a  conclusive  argument.  There  can  be  nothing  foreign, 
nothing  created  in  the  Triad  which  is  just  the  one  God  (O'AJJ 
Tpixt;  sJc  &£oc  fVr/v).  Athanasius  was  not  only  able  to  adduce 
a  number  of  passages  from  Scripture  in  support  of  this  assertion, 
but  he  also  endeavoured  to  verify  his  view  by  a  consideration 
of  the  functions  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  The  principle  of  sanctifica- 
tion  cannot  be  of  the  same  nature  as  the  beings  which  it  sancti 
fies  ;  the  source  of  life  for  creatures  cannot  itself  be  a  creature ; 

Sardica — a  proof  that  the  orthodox  theologians  of  the  West  had  not  yet  given 
attention  to  the  question;  their  statement:  Trio-Tsvopev  rbv  9r«/j«xAj>TOv,  rb  xyiov 
Trvev/jia,  'dvep  v\[J.~tv  OCVTQ$  6  xvpio$  xzi  STrvfyyei^xTO  xxi  ftrc/tupfV  xxt  TOVTO  KKT- 
Tevo/tev  TreptySev,  xxt  TOVTO  ov  TrewovQev,  «AA'  6  xvipuTfo^^  if  it  has  been  correctly 
handed  down,  shews,  besides,  a  highly  suspicious  want  of  clearness;  further  the  formula 
macrostich.,  the  formulae  of  Philippopolis  and  the  later  Sinnian  and  Homoean 
formulae;  in  the  formula  of  357  we  have  "spiritus  paracletus  per  filium  est." 

1  The  theology  of  Marcellus  might  certainly  have  drawn  the  attention  of  the 
theologians  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Spirit;  for  Marcellus  discussed  this  doctrine 
although  not  with  fulness;  see  Zahn,  op.  cit.,  p.  147  ff.  According  to  Marcellus 
the  Spirit  proceeds  from  the  Father  and  from  the  Logos,  and  forms  part  of  the 
divine  substance;  its  special  work  does  not,  however,  begin  till  after  that  of  the  Son. 

-    See  Athanas.  ad  Scrap. 
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he  who  is  the  medium  whereby  we  enter  into  fellowship  with 
the  Divine  nature  must  himself  possess  this  nature. '  On  the 
other  hand,  He  who  works  as  the  Father  and  the  Son  work, 
or  to  put  it  more  accurately,  He  who  bestows  one  and  the 
same  grace — for  there  is  only  one  grace,  namely,  that  of  the 
Father  through  the  Son  in  the  Holy  Spirit — is  part  of  the 
Godhead,  and  whoever  rejects  Him  separates  himself  from  the 
Faith  generally.  Thus  everything  is  really  already  expressed 
in  the  baptismal  formula;  for  without  the  Holy  Spirit  it  would 
be  destroyed,  since  it  is  the  Spirit  who  throughout  completes 
or  perfects  what  is  done.  The  personality  of  the  Spirit  is  simply 
presupposed  by  Athanasius  in  the  indefinite  form  in  which  he 
also  presupposed  the  personality  of  the  Son.  The  attempts  to 
distinguish  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  activity  of  the  Spirit  from 
that  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  did  not  indeed  get  beyond 
empty  words  such  as  perfection,  connection,  termination  of 
activity,  etc.  The  question  as  to  why  the  Son  could  not  do 
all  this  Himself,  and  why,  if  there  was  here  a  third,  the  exist 
ence  of  a  Fourth  was  not  also  possible,  was  left  unanswered. 
It  is  necessary  to  believe  in  the  Trinity  as  handed  down  by 
tradition:  "and  it  is  manifest  that  the  Spirit  is  not  one  being 
of  the  many  nor  an  angel  [one  of  many],  but  one  unique  being, 
or  rather,  He  belongs  to  the  Logos  who  is  one,  and  to  God 
who  is  one,  and  is  also  of  the  same  substance"  (xoti  ovx,  a^yhov, 
on  OVK  sen  T&V  TTOhhuv  TO  Kvevfitx,,  #AA'  ou£f  ot,yy£ Ac?,  #AA'  sv  8v. 
[txXhov  5f  TOU  Aoyov  hot;  OVTOS  'tiiov  KXI  TOV  ®sou  hoc  OVTO<;  'feiov 
zxi  o(Aoou<ri6v  £<TTiv).2  The  "Tropicists"  as  he  calls  those  who 
teach  erroneous  doctrine  in  reference  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  are  in 
his  view  no  better  than  the  Arians. 


1  Passages  op.  cit.,  above  all,  I.  23,  24:  si  XTia-px  SI  yv  TO  Kvsvpx  TO  xytov^ 
ovx  xv  TI$  ev  xvTif  /J.STOV/TIX  TOV  Oeov  ysvoiTO  yfjfiv  «AA'  tj  xpoc  xTia-fiXTi  pev 
<rvv*l'XT6iJ.e&x,  xMJTpiot  Se  Tij?  Seixt;  $(I<TSU$  eyivopeSx,  w?  XXTX  pyStv  XUTJI;  jtere- 
%OVTS$  .  . .  si  Se  T$  TOV  KvevpxTot;  nsrovtrice.  'yivd^eix  xotvuvoi  6si'xt;  Qva-ftai;,  pxivotT' 
xv  TIS  Aeyav  TO  irvfvpx  rJj?  X.TKTTV&  Qvtreus,  xxi  py  rif«  TOV  ®eov-  Six  TOVTO  yxp 
xxi  ev  o/s  'yiveTxi  OVTOI  QeoTroiovvTxr  si  $t  Qeoxote'i,  ovx  x(j.q>t(3oAov,  'O'TI  v\  TOVTOV 
<pv<rie  ®eov  IffTi. 

"  Ad  Scrap.  I.  27.  Athanasius  also  appeals  in  support  of  this  belief  to  the 
tradition  of  the  Catholic  Church  (c.  28  sq.),  though  he  is  able  to  construe  it  ideally 
only  and  does  not  quote  any  authorities. 
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The  letters  of  Athanasius  to  Serapion  of  Thmuis  were  called 
forth  by  the  complaints  of  this  bishop  about  the  intrigues  of 
those  who  taught  false  doctrine  regarding  the  Holy  Spirit.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  amongst  the  Semi-Arians  the  doctrine  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  was  now  purposely  developed  in  opposition  to  the 
Homousia.  It  was  in  particular  the  highly  esteemed  chief  of 
the  Thracian  Semi-Arians,  Macedonius,  at  a  later  date  the  deposed 
bishop  of  Constantinople,  who  defended  the  doctrine  that  the 
Spirit  is  a  creature  similar  to  the  angels,  a  being  subordinate 
to  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  in  their  service. l  It  is  worth 
noting  with  regard  to  these  Semi-Arians  that  the  more  their 
common  opposition  to  the  Homoeans  and  Anomceans  drove 
them  to  side  with  the  Nicaeans  the  more  firmly  they  stuck  to 
their  doctrine  of  the  Spirit.  It  looked  as  if  they  wished  to 
preserve  in  their  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  the  Conservativism 
which  they  had  had  to  abandon  as  regards  the  doctrine  of  the 
Son.  It  was  at  the  Synod  of  Alexandria  (362)  that  the  orthodox 
first  took  up  the  definite  position  with  regard  to  this  question 
that  whoever  regards  the  Holy  Spirit  as  a  creature  and  separates 
it  from  the  substance  of  Christ,  in  so  doing  divides  up  the 
Holy  Trinity,  gives  a  hypocritical  adherence  to  the  Nicene 
Faith,  and  has  merely  in  appearance  renounced  Arianism. "  But 
what  was  thus  firmly  established  by  the  Alexandrians  by  no 
means  at  once  became  law  for  the  orthodox  in  the  East.  The 
statements  regarding  the  Spirit  3  were  indeed  further  amplified 

1  On  Macedonius  see  the  articles  in  the  Diction,  of  Chr.  Biogr.  and  in  Herzog's 
R.-Encykl,  and  in  addition  Gwatkin,  pp.  160 — 181,  208.  The  doctrine  is  given 
in  Athan.  ad  Scrap.  I.  I  f.  Socrat.  II.  45.  38,  Sozom.  IV.  27,  etc.,  Basil,  ep.  251, 
Theodoret.  II.  6.  The  Macedonians  laid  stress  on  the  difference  between  the  par 
ticles  ex,  Six,  ev,  as  used  of  the  hypostases,  and  emphasised  the  fact  that  the  Holy 
Scripture  does  not  describe  the  Holy  Spirit  as  an  object  of  adoration,  and  pointed 
out  that  the  relation  of  Father  and  Son  did  not  admit  of  a  third.  What  the  rfirvj 
Study**!  of  the  Macedonians  was  (see  Gregor.  Naz.  Orat.  31.  7),  I  do  not  know. 

•  See  Athan.,  Tom.  ad  Antioch.  3,  see  also  5 :  TO  xytov  irvevpa.  ov  xrlff^x  ovSt 
1-evov  «AA'  'iSiov  xxi  xSixipfTOv  Ttjs  oi/rixf  TOV  viov  xxt  TOV  TtxTf6$. 

3  The  formula  of  the  revised  Creed  of  Jerusalem,  i.e.,  the  later  Creed  of  Con 
stantinople,  is  characteristic.  It  only  demands  the  complete  adoration  and  glorifying 
of  the  Spirit  along  with  the  Father  and  Son,  but  otherwise  confines  itself  to  general 
predicates :  "  TO  xvpiov,  TO  ZUOTTOIOV,  rb  sx  TOV  iraTpos  exiropevoftevov,  TO  AxAytrxv 
Stsi  TUV  TrpotyyTUv.''  These  are  undoubtedly  of  a  very  exalted  kind  and  seem  also 
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in  subsequent  years  in  connection  with  the  remodelling  of  the 
old  Confessions,  but  amongst  the  Homoiousians  who  were  be 
coming  Homousians,  the  greatest  uncertainty  continued  to  prevail 
up  till  380.  The  thirty-first  oration  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus 
which  was  composed  at  that  time,  proves  this.1  Meanwhile  it 
was  just  the  Cappadocians  who  did  most  towards  getting  the 
orthodox  conception  naturalised  in  the  Church,  namely,  Basil 
in  his  work  against  Eunomius  (lib.  III.)  and  in  the  tractate  "de 
spiritu  sancto,"  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  in  several  of  his  orations 
(31,  37,  44),  and  Gregory  of  Nyssa  in  his  amplifications  of 
Trinitarian  doctrine.  They  had  apparently  learned  something 
from  the  letters  of  Athanasius  ad  Scrap.,  for  they  repeat  his 
arguments  and  give  them  more  formal  development.  But  neither 
in  Basil  nor  in  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  is  there  the  stringency 
which  marks  the  thought  of  Athanasius.  The  absence  of  any 
tangible  tradition  exercised  a  strong  influence 2  on  them,  and 
at  bottom  they  are  already  satisfied — Basil  at  any  rate — with 
the  avowal  that  the  Spirit  is  not  in  any  sense  a  creature.3 

to  exclude  the  idea  of  the  dependence  of  the  Spirit  on  the  Son,  but  nevertheless 
they  do  not  get  the  length  of  the  complete  Homousia. 

1  He  writes,  "Of  the  wise  amongst  us  some  consider  the  Holy  Spirit  to  be  an 
energy,    others    a    creature,    others    God,  while  others  again  cannot  make  up  their 
minds    to    adopt    any    definite    view  out  of  reverence  for  Scripture,  as  they  put  it, 
because    it    does    not    make    any    very    definite    statement    on    the  point.     On  this 
account    they    neither    accord    to    Him    divine    adoration    nor  do  they  refuse  it  to 
Him,  and  thus  take  a  middle  road,  but  which  is  really  a  very  bad  path.  Of  those 
again  who  hold  Him  to  be  God,  some  keep  this  pious  belief  to  themselves,  while 
others  state  it  openly.    Others  to  a  certain  degree  measure  the  Godhead  since  like 
us   they    accept    the    Trinity,    but    they   put  a  great  distance  between  the  three  by 
maintaining  that  the  first  is  infinite  in  substance  and  power,  the  second  in  power, 
but    not    in  substance,  while  the  third  is  infinite  in  neither  of  these  two  respects." 
For    the    details    see    Ullmann,    p.    264    f. ;    at    pages    269 — 275    he    has    set  forth 
the  doctrine    of   Gregory    regarding    the    Holy  Spirit,  together  with  the    Scriptural 
proofs. 

2  Gregory    of  Nazianzus   has    consequently    (Orat.  31.2)  to  begin  by  remarking 
that    he    had    been    accused  of  introducing  a  ©eo?  %evot;  xxi  aypattyoi;.     He  himself 
practically    admits    the    want    of  any  explicit  Scriptural  proof,  and  has  recourse  to 
the  plea  (c.  3)  that  "love  of  the  letter  is  a  cloak  for  impiety."    Basil  undoubtedly 
appealed  (de  s.  s.  29)  to  Irenseus,  Clemens  Alex.,  Origen,  and  Dionysius  of  Rome 
in    defence    of  his  doctrine,  but  he  felt  all  the  same  that  there  was  little  evidence 
in  support  of  it.     Gregory  made  a  similar  admission. 

"    Cf.  also  the  remarkable  words  of  Gregory  of  Naz.  Vol.  III.,  p.  230.  The  striking 
utterances    of   the    Cappadocians    regarding  the    letter  of  Holy  Scripture,  tradition 
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Gregory  of  Nyssa  as  an  Origenist  and  speculative  Trinitarian 
carried  the  doctrine  further. '  As  the  theologians  were  at  a  loss 
how  to  accord  to  the  Spirit  a  peculiar  mode  of  being  in 
relation  to  the  Father,  they  hit  upon  the  plan  of  attributing 
to  it,  following  some  passages  in  St  John,  eternal  sending 

kerygma,  and  dogma  all  owe  their  origin  to  the  troublesome  situation  created  by 
the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  The  Greeks  of  later  days  no  longer  found  them 
selves  in  such  a  predicament  of  this  kind,  and  consequently  they  did  not  require 
to  repeat  the  bold  statements  regarding  tradition. 

1  See  also  the  work  of  Didymus,  irepi  rptxSos,  edid.  Mingarelli,  particularly  the 
Second  Book,  c.  6  sq.,  written  about  380,  which  contains  the  fullest  Fourth  Century 
proof  of  the  complete  Godhead  of  the  Holy  Spirit  which  we  possess.  Previous  to 
this  Didymus  had  already  composed  a  tractate  "de  spiritu  sancto".  Of  special  interest 
further  is  the  "  oi'xovopix ",  that  is,  the  paedagogic  or  politic  reticence  which  the 
Cappadocians  permitted  themselves  and  others  in  connection  with  the  doctrine  of 
the  Holy  Spirit.  According  to  Gregory  of  Naz.  God  Himself  merely  indicated 
the  Godhead  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  N.  T.  and  did  not  plainly  reveal  it  till 
later  on  in  order  not  to  lay  too  great  a  burden  on  men  (!) — a  theory  which  over 
throws  the  whole  Catholic  doctrine  of  tradition.  It  is  thus  also  permitted  to  the 
faithful  now  to  imitate  this  divine  "economy"  and  to  bring  forward  the  doctrine 
of  the  Spirit  with  caution  and  to  introduce  it  gradually.  "  Those  who  regard  the 
Holy  Spirit  as  God  are  godly  men  illuminated  with  knowledge,  and  those  who 
say  that  He  is  God,  when  this  is  done  in  presence  of  well-disposed  hearers,  have 
something  heroic  about  them;  but  if  it  be  done  in  presence  of  the  vulgar-minded 
it  shews  that  they  do  not  possess  the  true  teaching  wisdom  (el  $£  rtxTreivo'ii;,  ovx 
oixovopiKOi),  because  they  are  casting  their  pearls  into  the  mud,  or  are  giving  strong 
meat  instead  of  milk,"  and  so  on  (Orat.  41.6).  Gregory  defends  the  conduct  of 
Basil  also,  who,  watched  by  the  Arians  in  his  lofty  post  in  Caesarea,  guarded 
against  openly  calling  the  Holy  Spirit  uGod"  because  the  'yvp.vy  Qxavi/i  that  the 
Holy  Spirit  is  God  would  have  cost  him  his  bishopric.  (Orat.  43.68.)  He  acknow 
ledged  the  Godhead  of  the  Spirit  "economically"  only,  i.e.,  when  the  time  was 
suitable  for  so  doing.  He  was  sharply  blamed  for  this  conduct  by  the  rigidly 
orthodox  clerics,  as  Gregory  tells  us  (Ep.  26,  al.  20).  They  complained  that  while 
Basil  expressed  himself  admirably  regarding  the  Father  and  the  Son,  he  tore  away 
the  Spirit  from  the  divine  fellowship  as  rivers  wash  away  the  sand  on  their  banks 
and  hollow  out  the  stones;  he  did  not  frankly  confess  the  truth,  but  acted  rather 
from  policy  than  from  truly  pious  feeling,  and  concealed  the  ambiguity  of  his 
teaching  by  the  art  of  speech.  Gregory  who  was  regarded  as  a  suspected  person 
himself,  stood  up  for  his  friend;  a  man,  he  said,  occupying  such  an  important 
post  as  Basil  did,  must  surely  proceed  with  some  prudence  and  circumspection  in 
proclaiming  the  truth  (fiehTiov  oixovoiJ.yQyvect  rijv  aAJ8etzv)  and  make  some  con 
cession  to  the  haziness  of  the  spirit  of  the  time  so  as  not  to  still  further  damage 
the  good  cause  by  any  public  pronouncement.  The  difference  between  Athanasius 
and  the  retigious-orihodox.  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  theological-ori\\.oAo'a  on  the 
other,  comes  out  here  with  special  clearness.  Athanasius  would  have  indignantly 
rejected  that  " oixovoftyQijveci  ryv  «A«j0e<«v",  because  he  did  not  regard  God  Him- 
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forth  (£X7T£[6\fji<:)  and  procession  (SXTTO psvvit:}.  Just  as  in  the 
second  century  the  begetting  of  Christ  whereby  he  came  to 
exist  on  this  earth  had  been  made  into  a  super-terrestrial 
begetting  then  became  an  eternal  begetting,  while  the  "being 
begotten"  next  came  to  be  regarded  as  the  supreme  character 
istic  of  the  second  hypostasis,  so  in  the  fourth  century  an 
"eternal  sending"  of  the  Spirit  was  made  out  of  the  promised 
"sending"  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  was  regarded  as  descriptive 
of  the  essential  characteristic  of  the  third  hypostasis  within 
the  Holy  Trinity.  Nowhere  can  the  work  of  imaginative  con 
ception  be  more  plainly  recognised  than  here.  Behind  a  history 
already  in  itself  a  wonderful  one,  and  the  scene  of  which  is 
laid  partly  in  the  Godhead  and  partly  within  humanity,  there 
was  put  by  a  process  of  abstraction  and  reduplication  a  second 
history  the  events  of  which  are  supposed  to  pass  entirely  within 
the  Godhead  itself.  The  former  history  is  to  get  its  stability  through 
the  latter  which  comprises  "the  entire  mystery  of  our  Faith." 

The  matter  was  much  more  quickly  settled  in  the  West. 
Hilary,  it  is  true,  was  anything  but  clear  as  regards  doctrine, 
but  this  was  merely  because  he  had  eaten  of  the  tree  of  Greek 
theology.  The  general  unreasoned  conviction  in  the  West  was 
that  the  Holy  Spirit,  belief  in  whom  was  avowed  in  the  Apostles' 
Creed,  is  the  one  God  likewise. 

When  the  question  as  to  the  personality  of  the  Spirit  emerged, 
it  was  as  quickly  settled  that  it  must  be  a  persona,  for  the 
nature  of  God  is  not  so  poor  that  His  Spirit  cannot  be  a 
person. — (It  has  to  be  noted  that  persona  and  our  "person" 
are  not  the  same  thing.)  The  views  of  Lactantius  again  on  this 
point  were  different.  Since  the  year  362  the  orthodox  at  several 
Councils  in  the  West  and  then  in  Asia  had  pronounced  in  favour  of 

self  as  a  politician  or  a  pedagogue,  who  acts  xar'  oixovopixv.  but  as  the  Truth. 
If  he  had  ever  acted  as  the  Cappadocians  did,  the  Homceans  would  have  been 
the  victors.  Still,  on  the  other  hand,  we  ought  not  to  judge  the  Cappadocians  too 
severely.  As  followers  of  Origen  they  regarded  the  loftiest  utterances  of  the  Faith 
as  Science;  but  Science  admits,  in  fact  often  demands  a  pedagogic  and  economic 
or  accommodating  method  of  procedure.  Just  as  Basil  made  a  distinction  between 
xypvypXTa  and  Soypxru.,  so  Gregory  (Orat.  40)  concluded  his  Decalogue  of  Faith 
with  the  words:  £%£/«  rov  pvffTYiptov  rx  'exQopa,  xxt  rxii;  rwv  iroMuv  xxoxn; 

ia-w    px%<n>!,  rfo  rpixSoi; 
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the  complete  Godhead  of  the  Spirit  *  in  opposition  to  the  Arians, 
as  we  see  from  the  Confession  of  Eunomius,  and  also  to  the 
Pneumatomachians. 2  The  big  Eastern  Council  summoned  to  meet 
at  Constantinople  in  381  by  Theodosius  orginally  included 
thirty-six  Macedonians  amongst  its  members.  But  they  could 
not  be  got  to  assent  to  the  new  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
spite  of  all  the  imperial  efforts  made  to  win  them  over.  They 
were  accordingly  compelled  to  leave  the  Council. 3  The  latter 
reaffirmed  the  Nicene  Creed,  but  gave  to  it  a  detailed  dogmatic 
explanation  which  has  not  been  preserved,  in  which  the  complete 
homousia  of  the  Spirit  was  avowed,  and  in  the  same  way  the 
first  canon  of  the  Council  passes  condemnation  on  the  Semi- 
Arians  or  "Pneumatomachians".4  The  pronouncements  of  the 
years  following  confirmed  the  final  result;  see  the  epistle  of  the 
Council  of  Constantinople  of  382,*  but  above  all,  the  anathemas 
of  Damasus. G  The  doctrine  of  the  homousia  of  the  Spirit  from 
this  time  onward  was  as  much  a  part  of  orthodoxy  as  the 
doctrine  of  the  homousia  of  the  Son.  But  since  according  to 

1  Their  leaders,  in  addition  to  Macedonius,  were  Eustathius  of  Sebaste,  Eleu- 
sius  of  Cyzikus,  and  probably  also  Basil  of  Ancyra.  In  Marathonius  of  Nicomedia 
the  party  had  a  member  who  was  held  in  high  honour  both  because  of  his 
position  and  his  ascetic  life.  The  Macedonians  in  general  made  a  deep  impres 
sion  on  their  contemporaries  by  their  ascetic  practices  and  by  their  determined 
struggle  against  the  Homoeans.  In  the  countries  on  the  Hellespont  they  were  the 
most  important  party. 

3  The  most  important  utterances  are  the  Epistle  of  the  Alexandrian  Council  of 
363,  the  declarations  of  the  Westerns  under  Damasus  in  the  years  369,  376,  377, 
the  resolution  of  an  Illyrian  Council,  (given  in  Theodoret  IV.  9),  the  Council  at 
Antioch  in  379,  which  is  decisive  as  regards  the  East  in  so  far  as  those  present 
avowed  their  belief  in  the  Western  doctrine  including  the  doctrine  of  the  Spirit. 
Compare,  besides,  the  Confession  of  Basil  (Hahn,  §  121):  @x7rTi%opev  sit;  rptxSx 
ottoovfftov,  that  of  Epiphanius  in  the  Ancorat.  (374):  Trvevpa  xxria-rov,  and  that 
produced  by  Charisius  (Hahn,  §  144) :  TrveSpx  opoovnov  Trxrpi  xxt  vita. 

3  See  Socr.  V.  8;  Sozom.  VII.  7,  9;  Theodoret  V.  8. 

4  It    follows    from    a    communication    of  the  Council  held  at  Constantinople  in 
382,  that  the  Council  issued  a  "tomus"  on  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.     That  the 
formula    in    reference  to  the  Holy  Spirit  which  is  given  in  the  so-called  Creed  of 
Constantinople,  did  not  proceed  from  the  Council  of  381  and  cannot  have  proceeded 
from    it,    since    it    is    not    sufficiently  different  from  the  view  of  the  Macedonians, 
has  been  shewn  above,  p.  93. 

6    Theodoret  V.  9. 

6    C.  16  f.,  see  Theodoret  V.  n. 
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the  Greek  way  of  conceiving  of  the  matter,  the  Father  continued 
to  be  regarded  as  the  root  of  the  Godhead,  the  perfect  homousia 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  necessarily  always  seemed  to  the  Greeks  to 
be  called  in  question  whenever  he  was  derived  from  the  Son 
also.  He  consequently  seemed  to  be  inferior  to  the  Son  and 
thus  to  be  a  grandchild  of  the  Father,  or  else  to  possess  a 
double  root.  Then,  besides,  the  dependence  of  the  Spirit  on  the 
Son  was  obstinately  maintained  by  the  Arians  and  Semi-Arians  on 
the  ground  that  certain  passages  in  the  Bible  supported  this  view, 
and  in  the  interest  of  their  conception  of  a  descending  Trinity 
in  three  stages.  Thus  the  Greeks  had  constantly  to  watch  and 
see  that  the  procession  of  the  Spirit  from  the  Father  alone 
was  taught,  and  after  the  revised  Creed  of  Jerusalem  became 
an  ecumenical  Creed,  they  had  a  sacred  text  in  support  of  their 
doctrine,  which  came  to  be  as  important  as  the  doctrine  itself. 

II.  The  Cappadocians  *  and  their  great  teacher,  Apollinaris 
of  Laodicea, 8  before  them,  reached  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity, 
which  remained  the  dominant  one  in  the  Church,  though  it 
always  continued  to  be  capable  of  being  differently  restated  by 

1  Athanasius  prepared  the  way  in  his  letters  ad  Serapionem. 

2  As  is  proved  by  his  correspondence  with  Basil  and  as  his  own  writings  shew, 
Apollinaris    was    the    first    who    completely  developed  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity.    He    was,  however,  more  strongly  influenced  by  Aristotle  than  the  Cappa 
docians  were,  and  accordingly  in  his  case  the  conception  of  the  one  divine  substance 
was  a  shade  nearer  the  idea  of  a  mere  generic  conception  than  with  them,  although 
he    too   was   in   no    way   satisfied   with   the   genuine   conception  (see  above  p.  84). 
Apollinaris    further   retained   the  old  image  of  xuy^  «XT/?,  JfA/cs,  not,  however,  as 
it   would  appear,  in  order  by  it  to  illustrate  the  unity,  but  rather  the  difference  in 
the    greatness  of  the  persons  (vepi  rpiaeS.   12,  17).     (The  Logos  had  already  a  side 
turned    in  the  direction  of  finitude.)     His   followers   afterwards  directly  objected  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  Cappadocians  and  vice  versa.  We  are  now  better  acquainted  with 
Apollinaris's    doctrine    of   the    Trinity  than  formerly,  since  Draseke  (Ztschr.  f.  K.- 
Gesch.    VI.,  p.  503  ff.)  has  shewn  it  to  be  very  probable  that  the  pseudo-Justinian 
"Exfley/s    TT/VTEWC    v\roi  ?repi  rpixSoi;  is  by  him,  and  that  the  detailed  statements  of 
Gregory    of    Nazianzus    in  the  first  letter  to  Kledonius  refer  to  this  work  (op.  cit., 
p.  515  ff.).    From  the  work,  XXTX  pepoi;  TT/O-T*?,  which  Caspari  has  rightly  claimed 
for    Apollinaris    (Alte    und    neue    Quellen,  1879,  P-  6S  f-)i  and  which  represents  a 
dogmatic    advance    as    compared  with  the  tractate  ftpi  rpixSo^  it  likewise  follows 
that    Apollinaris    is  to  be  reckoned  amongst  the  founders  of  the  orthodox  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity, — also  because  of  his  advanced  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  which 
he    teaches    the    homousia— and    that    in    fact  he  ought  to  be  called  the  very  first 
of  these. 
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theologians.  We  are  to  believe  in  one  God,  because  we  are  to 
believe  in  one  divine  substance  or  essence  (outrtu,  <pu<ris,  essentia, 
substantia,  natura)  in  three  distinct  subjects  or  persons  (virAvraunq, 
persona  [TrporaTrov]).  The  substance  is  to  be  thought  of  neither  as 
a  mere  generic  conception  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  as  a  fourth 
alongside  of  the  three  subjects,  but  as  a  reality,  i.e.,  the  unity 
must  coincide  with  the  real  substance.  The  subjects  again  are 
not  to  be  represented  as  mere  attributes  nor,  on  the  other  hand, 
as  separate  persons,  but  as  independent,  though  apart  from  their 
mutual  relationship,  unthinkable,  partakers  of  the  divine  substance. 
Their  likeness  of  nature  which  is  involved  in  their  community 
of  substance  finds  expression  in  the  identity  of  their  attributes 
and  activities,  their  difference  in  the  characteristic  note  (rpoTrot; 
uir£p%e6i$,  l^luftx)  of  their  manner  of  existence  as  signified  by  the 
ideas,  unbegotten,  begotten,  proceeding  from  (ayswypiix,  yewyria, 
exiropevffiG).  The  special  characteristic  attached  to  the  Father 
implies  that  He  is  the  source,  the  root,  the  first  principle  of  the 
Godhead,  while  the  two  other  persons — within  the  divine  sub 
stance—are  "caused".  The  Father  is  greater  than  the  other 
two  in  so  far  as  He  is  the  first  principle  and  the  cause  (HOLTX 
rby  ryq  apxvs  x&i  ctirloic  hoyov).  The  Godhead  is  consequently 
in  itself  and  apart  from  all  relation  to  the  world,  an  inexhaustible 
living  existence  and  no  rigid  and  barren  unity,  "as  the  Jews 
teach."  Yet  neither  is  it  a  divided  multiplicity  "  as  the  heathen 
think",  but,  on  the  contrary,  unity  in  Trinity  and  Trinity  in 
unity.  Because  the  Godhead  is  what  is  common  to  the  Three, 
there  is  only  one  God.  At  the  same  time  the  hypostatic  difference 
is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  merely  nominal  one,  but  it  has  not 
reference  to  the  substance,  the  will,  the  energy,  the  power,  time, 
and  consequently  not  to  the  rank  of  the  persons.  From  the 
unity  results  the  unity  of  activity.  Every  divine  act  is  to  be 
understood  as  a  working  of  the  Father  through  the  Son  in  the 
Holy  Spirit  as  is  expressed  in  the  terms,  primal  source,  mediating 
power,  and  completion.  See,  above  all,  Gregor.  Naz.  Orat.  27 — 32. 
This  doctrinal  system  shews  itself  to  be  a  radical  modification 
of  the  system  of  Origen  under  the  influence  of  the  religious 
thought  defended  by  Athanasius  and  the  West,  that  the  God 
head  which  appeared,  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  Godhead  which  is 
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still  active  in  the  Church,  the  Holy  Spirit,  are  the  Godhead 
themselves. l  The  Cappadocians  were  pupils  both  of  Origen 3 
and  of  Athanasius.  This  fact  explains  their  doctrinal  system. 
Before  them,  however,  there  had  been  a  theologian  in  the 
ancient  Church  who  had  come  under  influences  wholly  similar 
to  those  which  had  affected  them,  and  who  because  of  this,  also 
anticipated  in  a  striking  way  their  formulae  when  he  saw  that 
he  must  amplify  the  doctrine  of  God.  This  was  Tertullian. 
Tertullian's  theology  was  dependent  on  the  one  hand  on  Justin 
and  the  Apologists,  and  on  the  other  on  Irenaeus,  but  besides 
this  the  modalistic  Monarchianism  which  at  that  time  held  sway 
in  the  West  and  which  he  combatted,  exercised  a  strong  in 
fluence  upon  him.  Consequently  the  conditions  under  wnich 
Tertullian  composed  his  work  "adv.  Praxean  "were,  mutatis  mu 
tandis,  the  same  as  those  by  which  the  Cappadocians  were  sur 
rounded,  and  they  accordingly  led  to  a  similar  result,  so  that 
we  may  say:  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  already 
announced  its  presence  even  in  its  details,  in  Tertullian — and 
only  in  him  and  in  his  pupil  Novatian*  Did  not  Hosius  carry 
it  into  the  East?  (See  above  p.  57.) 

1  Gregory  designates  as  opponents  of  the  correct  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  (i)  the 
Sabellians,  (2)  the  Arians,  (3)— this  is  extremely  remarkable — the  hyper-orthodox 
who  teach  the  doctrine  of  three  Gods  equal  in  substance  (ol  xycev  Trap'  fi^Hv  6p86- 
So£oi,  Oral.  2,  37).  The  true  orthodoxy  is  always  represented  as  the  middle-path. 
For  details,  see  Ullmann,  pp.  232 — 275. 

"  The  theology  of  Origen  was  transplanted  into  the  Pontus  country  by  Grego- 
rius  Thaumaturgus.  It  is  thus  that  Marcellus  also  probably  became  acquainted  with 
it  and  combatted  it. 

3  Owing  to  the  importance  of  the  matter  it  may  be  allowable  here  to  go  back 
again  to  Tertullian  (see  Vol.  ii.,  p.  258  f.).  The  crude  part  of  his  doctrine  and  the 
points  in  which  it  diverges  from  Cappadocian  orthodoxy  are  indeed  sufficiently 
obvious.  Son  and  Spirit  proceed  from  the  Father  solely  in  view  of  the  work  of 
creation  and  revelation;  the  Father  can  send  forth  as  many  "officiales"  as  He 
chooses  (adv.  Prax.  4) ;  Son  and  Spirit  do  not  possess  the  entire  substance  of  the 
Godhead,  but  on  the  contrary  are  "  portiones "  (9) ;  they  are  subordinate  to  the  Father 
(minores) ;  they  are  in  fact  transitory  manifestations :  the  Son  at  last  gives  every- 
think  back  again  to  the  Father ;  the  Father  alone  is  absolutely  invisible,  and  though 
the  Son  is  indeed  invisible  too,  He  can  become  visible  and  can  do  things  which 
would  be  simply  unworthy  of  the  Father,  and  so  on.  All  these  utterances  along 
with  other  things  shew  that  Tertullian  was  a  theologian  who  occupied  a  position 
between  Justin  and  Origen.  But  the  remarkable  thing  is  that  at  the  same  time  we 
have  a  view  in  a  highly  developed  form  which  coincides  with  the  Cappadocian 
view,  and — this  is  genuinely  Western — in  some  points  in  fact  approaches  nearer 
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The  Christological  dogma  with  its  formula  had  already  had 
a  share  in  the  establishment  of  the  Trinitarian  dogma.  Tertullian 
had  already  made  use  of  the  same  conceptions  for  giving  a 
fixed  form  both  to  his  doctrine  of  God  and  to  his  Christology 
(adv.  Prax.).  The  form  taken  by  the  Trinitarian  doctrine  of  the 

Moclalism  and  the  teaching  of  Athanasius  than  that  of  Gregory  and  has  a  strong 
resemblance  to  the  doctrine  of  an  immanent  Trinity,  without  actually  being  such  : 
the  Godhead  in  substantia,  status,  potestas,  virtus,  is  one  (2  ff.),  there  is  only  one 
divine  substance  and  therefore  there  are  not  two  or  three  Gods  or  Lords  (13,  19). 
In  this  one  substance  there  is  no  separatio,  or  divisio,  or  dispersio,  or  diversitas 
(3,  8,  9),  though  there  is  indeed  a  distributio,  distinctio,  dispositio,  dispensatio  (9,  13)5 
an  oixovopiac  in  short,  a  differentia  per  distinctionem  (14).  Accordingly  the  unitas 
substantiae  is  not  in  any  way  a  singularitas  numeri  (22,  25)  —  God  is  not  unicus  et 
singularis  (12) — but  it  comprises  three  nomina  or  species,  formge  gradus,  res,  persona, 
(Tertullian  here,  however,  usually  avoids  the  use  of  all  substantives),  see  2,  8  etc. 
No  one  of  these  is  a  mere  attribute,  on  the  contrary  each  is  a  substantiva  res  ex 
ipsius  dei  substantia  (26) ;  there  are  thus  tres  res  et  tres  species  unius  et  indivisae 
substantive  (19) ;  these,  however,  are  most  intimately  connected  together  (conjunct!  27)  '•, 
they  are  tres  cohterentes  (8,  25)  without,  however,  being  one  fmasc.)  [rather  are  they 
one  (neut.  22,  25)],  because  the  second  and  the  third  spring  ex  unitate  patris  (19) 
and  are  accordingly  God  as  He  is,  individui  et  inseparati  apatre  (18).  In  the  divine 
substance  there  are  in  fact  conserti  et  connexi  gradus  (8).  These  three  gradus  or 
persons  are  different  from  each  other  in  proprietas  and  conditio,  but  not  in  substance 
(8,  n,  14,  15,  17,  18,  24,  25).  The  peculiar  property  of  the  Father  is  that  He  is  a 
nullo  prolatus  et  innatus  (19)  and  also  absolutely  invisible.  The  Son  is  also 
invisible  in  virtue  of  the  substance,  but  visible  as  to  his  conditio  (14).  In  virtue 
of  the  substance  there  is  in  fact  a  perfect  socictas  nominum ;  even  the  Son  in 
accordance  with  this  is  ''almighty"  (17,  18).  It  is  thus  necessary  to  believe  in 
the  unitas  ex  semetipsa  derivans  trinitatem.  This  has  already  become  an  estab 
lished  truth  as  against  Jews  and  heathen.  What  is  most  instructive  of  all,  however, 
is  to  notice  Terlullian's  use  of  "persona"  as  distinguished  from  "substantia", 
because  it  is  here  that  he  has  most  plainly  prepared  the  way  for  the  later  ortho 
dox  phraseology.  The  Latin  Bible  supplied  Tertullian  with  the  word  "persona"; 
for  (adv.  Prax.  6)  in  Proverbs  VIII.  30  it  had  "cottidie  oblectabar  in  persona 
ejus"  and  in  Lamentations  IV.  20  (adv.  Prax.  14)  "spiritus  personse  ejus  Christus 
dominus."  (The  LXX.  has  wpoo-uvov  in  both  passages.)  Both  passages  must  have 
attracted  special  notice.  But  Tertullian  was  further  a  jurist,  and  as  such  the  con 
ceptions  "peisona"  and  "substantia"  were  quite  familiar  to  him.  I  accordingly 
conjecture — and  it  is  probably  more  than  a  conjecture — that  Tertullian  always  con 
tinued  to  be  influenced  in  his  use  of  these  words  by  the  juristic  usage,  as  is  speci 
ally  evident  from  his  naive  idea  of  a  substantia  impersonalis  and  from  the  sharp 
distinction  he  draws  between  persona  and  substantia.  From  the  juristic  point  of 
view  there  is  as  little  objection  to  the  formula  that  several  persons  are  possessors 
of  one  and  the  same  substance  or  property,  that  they  are  in  uno  statu,  as  to  the 
other  formula  that  one  person  possesses  several  substances  unmixed.  (See  Tertullian's 
Christology  adv.  Prax.  27;  Vol.  ii.,  p.  281.)  The  fact  that  Tertullian,  so  far  as  I 
know,  never  renders  "substance"  by  "natura" — although  he  takes  the  latter  to  in- 
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Homoiousians,  as  represented  by  Basil  of  Ancyra  and  of  Apolli- 
naris,  was  likewise  determined  by  their  Christological  speculations. 
(It  was  Christological  speculation  which  produced  the 


elude  substance  —  seems  to  me  as  conclusively  in  favour  of  my  view  as  the  other 
fact  that,  in  the  introduction  to  his  work  (3),  he  attempted  to  elucidate  the  problem 
by  making  use  of  an  image  drawn  from  the  spheres  of  law  and  politics.  "Monar 
chy  does  not  always  require  to  be  administered  by  one  despot  ;  on  the  contrary  he 
may  name  proximse  person  ae  officiales,  and  exercise  authority  through  them  and 
along  with  them  5  it  does  not  cease  to  be  one  government,  especially  when  the 
Son  is  the  co-administrator.  Son  and  Father  are,  however,  consortes  substantise 
patris."  Tertullian's  exposition  of  the  doctrine  in  which  he  hit  upon  the  spirit  of 
the  West  was,  however,  hardly  understood  in  the  East.  In  the  East  the  question 
was  taken  up  in  a  philosophical  way,  and  there  the  difficulties  first  made  them 
selves  felt,  which  in  the  juristic  way  of  looking  at  the  matter  had  been  kept  in 
the  background.  In  the  latter  "persona"  is  sometimes  manifestation,  sometimes 
ideal  subject,  sometimes  fictive  subject,  sometimes  "individuum",  and  "sub- 
stantia"  is  the  property,  the  substance,  the  Real,  the  actual  content  of  the  subject 
as  distinguished  from  its  form  and  manifestation  (persona).  It  is  significant  that 
Tertullian  is  also  able  to  use  nomen,  species,  forma,  gradus,  and  in  fact  even  res 
for  "persona",  so  elastic  is  the  conception,  while  for  "substantia"  he  has  deitas, 
virtus,  potestas,  status.  On  the  other  hand,  when  the  question  is  viewed  philoso 
phically  it  is  difficult,  it  is  in  fact  actually  impossible  to  distinguish  between  nature 
and  person.  The  following  passages  will  illustrate  Tertullian's  use  of  words,  (ad 
v.  persona):  adv.  Valent.  4:  "personales  substantive",  sharply  distinguished  from 
"sensus,  aflfectus,  motus";  adv.  Prax.  7:  "filius  ex  sua  persona  profitetur  patrem"; 
ibid:  "•  Non  vis  eum  substantivum  habere  in  re  per  substantiae  proprietalem,  ut  res 
et  persona  quaedam  videri  possit"  (scil.  Logos)  5  ibid:  "  quaecumque  ergo  substantia 
sermonis  (TOV  Kbyov)  fuit,  illam  dico  personam";  n:  "filii  personam  .  .  .  sic  et 
cetera,  quae  nunc  ad  patrem  de  filio  vel  ad  filium,  nunc  ad  filium  de  patre  vel  ad 
patrem,  nunc  ad  spiritum  pronuntiantur,  unamquamque  personam  in  sua  proprie- 
tate  constituunt";  12:  "alium  autem  quomodo  accipere  debeas  jam  professus  sum, 
persona,  non  substantice,  nomine,  ad  distinctionem  non  ad  divisionem";  13:  "si 
una  persona  et  dei  et  domini  in  scripturis  inveniretur,  etc.";  14:  "si  Christusper- 
sonae  paternae  spiritus  est,  merito  spiritus,  cujus  personse  erat,  id  est  patris,  eum 
faciem  suam  ex  unitate  scilicet  pronuntiavit";  15:  "manifesta  et  personalis  distinc- 
tio  conditionis  (this  too  is  a  juristic  conception)  patris  et  filii";  18:  "pater  prima 
persona,  quse  ante  filii  nomen  erat  proponenda  /  ;  21:  "quo  dicto  (Matt.  XVI.  17) 
Christus  utriusque  personse  constituit  distinctionem  "  ;  23  :  (on  John  XII.  28)  u  quot 
personse  tibi  videntur,  Praxea?"  ..."Non  propter  me  ista  vox  (John  XII.  30) 
venit,  sed  propter  vos,  ut  credant  et  hi  et  patrem  et  filium  in  suis  quemque  nomi- 
nibus  et  personis  et  locis";  24:  "  duarum  personarum  conjunctio  (in  reference  to 
John  XIV.  10  "apparet  proprietas  utriusque  personae  ")  ;  26:  "  nam  nee  semel  sed 
ter  ad  singula  nomina  in  personas  singulas  tinguimur  "  ;  27  :  "  Father  and  Son 
must  not  be  distinguished  in  una  persona";  c.  27  :  "  videmus  cluplicem  statum  non 
confusum  sed  conjunctum  in  una  persona,  deum  et  hominem  Jesum  "  ;  31  :  "sic 
voluit  deus  renovare  sacramentum,  ut  nove  unus  crederetur  per  filium  et  spiritum, 
ut  coram  iam  deus  in  suis  propriis  nominibus  et  personis  cognosceretur." 


124  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA 

[likeness]  and  which  gave  currency  to  the  analogy  of  the  con 
ceptions.  "Humanity"  and  "Adam"  in  relation  to  individual 
men.) '  But  the  Cappadocians  learned  from  them.  Quod  erat 
in  causa,  apparet  in  effectu  1  An  Aristotelian  and  a  Subordi- 
nationist  element  lurks  in  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
as  well  as  this  element  of  dependence  upon  Christological 
dogma.  The  Christological  controversies  accordingly  could  not 
but  re-act  on  the  form  given  to  the  dogma  of  the  Trinity. 
That  their  influence  was  not  stronger  than  the  historical  evidence 
shews  it  actually  to  have  been,  is  to  be  explained  solely  by 
the  rigid  form  taken  by  the  dogma  so  quickly  rendered  sacred 
by  tradition.  Anything  in  the  way  of  modification  was  un 
successful,  and  accordingly  the  attempts  in  this  direction  belong 
not  to  the  history  of  dogma,  but  of  theology.  Some  Monophy- 
sites  who  were  influenced  by  the  Aristotelian  philosophy  and 
who  were  thus  scholars  of  the  same  type  as  Apollinaris,  but 
who  were  also  Chalcedonian  theologians,  attempted  to  give  a 
dialectic  shape  to  the  ambiguous  conceptions  of  "Nature"  and 
"Person"  in  the  Church.  In  doing  this  they  naturally  landed 
either  in  Tritheism  or  in  Unitarianism,  which  their  opponents  could 
also  represent  as  Quaternity  whenever  the  three  persons  were 
reckoned  as  belonging  to  the  one  real  Substance  as  Reals  and 
not  as  attributes.  The  departure  on  the  part  of  the  Monophy- 
sites  from  orthodox  dogma  had  not  a  philosophical  cause  only, 
though  the  period  was  one  in  which  there  had  been  a  revival 
of  Aristotelian  study,  but  was  also  the  result  of  their  Christ- 
ology.  Since  in  their  Christology  they  regarded  (putm;  (nature) 
as  equal  to  v7rd<rT&<ri<;  (hypostasis),2  it  naturally  suggested  itself 
to  them  to  carry  out  the  same  equation  in  reference  to  the 

1  Natural  theology  also  exercised  an  influence  here  and  did  good  service  to  the 
Homousios.     If  it  is  certain  that  man  has  been  created  xtzQ'  opoiutriv  of  God,  and 
if   the    view — a    view    which    was    indeed  rejected — could  even  suggest  itself,  that 
his    spirit   is  a  portio  dei  (substantia  divina),  then  the  Logos  appeared  to  have  no 
advantage  over  man  if  the  Homoousia  were  not  attributed  to  Him. 

2  OVK  'e<TTi  fyvo-ii;  XVVTTOO-TXTOS — said  both  Monophysites  and  Nestorians  in  setting 
forth    their   Christology.  This  was  applied  to  the  Trinity.  But  the  orthodox  too  in 
so  far  as  they  were  Aristotelians,  shunned  the  platonic — which  was  also  the  juristic — 
fiction  of  a  Qva-ii;  XVUTTOO-TXTO^  and  this  was  bound  to  create  difficulties  in  connection 
with  their  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  The  Theopaschian  controversy  is  connected  with 
this;  see  Chap.  III. 
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Trinity.  But  if  ovtrlx  or  (puns  be  regarded  as  equivalent  to 
virdffT#ffi$  then  we  have  Unitarianism  ;  while  if  on  the  other 
hand,  in  making  this  equation  we  start  from  the  hypostasis,  we 
have  three  gods.  Both  of  these  doctrines  were  taught  amongst 
the  Monophysites  in  the  sixth  century,  or  to  put  it  more 
accurately,  from  about  5  30.  '  In  opposition  to  the  Tritheists 
Johannes  Damascenus,  although  he  was  himself  strongly  influenced 
by  Aristotle  and  based  his  theology  on  the  work  of  the  Cappa- 
docians,  gave  a  Modalistic  turn  to  the  theological  exposition  of 
the  dogma  of  the  Trinity,  and  in  so  doing  sought  to  get  rid  of 
the  last  remains  of  Subordinationism.  It  is  true  that  he  also 
grants  that  the  Father  is  greater  than  the  Son  (de  fide  ortho 
dox.  I.  8)  because  He  is  the  Principle  of  the  Son,  a  view  which 
Athanasius  too,  founding  on  John  XIV.  28,  had  always  main 
tained,  but  he  nevertheless  conceives  of  the  being  unbegotten 
(aysyvyrltx,)  in  a  still  higher  fashion  than  the  Cappadocians  had 
done  —  namely,  as  a  mode  of  being  of  the  same  kind  as  the 
being  begotten  (ysvwitrla)  and  procession  (EXTrdpeutrig),  and  in  order 
to  put  the  unity  of  the  Hypostases  on  a  firm  basis  he  not  only 
emphasises  much  more  strongly  the  "in  one  another"  (iv  txhhyhoic) 
which  had  already  been  maintained  before  this,  rejecting  the 
Apollinarian  analogy  of  human-substance  and  man,  and  teach 
ing  that  each  person  is  not  less  dependent  on  others  than  on 
himself,  but  he  also  uses  the  questionable  formula  that  the 
difference  between  them  exists  only  for  thought  (sTrtvoiot),  and 
that  there  exists  between  them  a  pervasion  (irspixcbpticric;)  with- 


1  Of  the  Monophysite  Tritheists  the  most  important  are  Askusnages,  Johannes 
Philoponus  against  whom  Leontius  of  Byzantium  wrote  "•  de  sectis  ",  and  Peter  of 
Kallinico.  On  the  works  of  John,  see  the  article  in  the  Diet,  of  Christ.  Biogr.; 
an  important  fragment  in  Joh.  Damasc.,  de  hoer  83  from  the  "Dirctetes"  of 
John.  Here  it  may  be  plainly  seen  that  Christology  determined  the  form  of 
John's  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  but  that  he  sought  to  give  out  as  Church  doctrine 
his  Aristotelian  conception  of  the  Hypostasis,  viz.,  Nature  reaching  manifestation 
in  an  "individuum  ",  Nature  itself  existing  only  in  the  single  substance,  or  in  the 
Idea.  From  Leontius  we  gather  that  John  spoke  of  rpsHc;  pepixai  outrieet  and 
accepted  the  notion  of  an  ova-  let  xoivj  which,  however,  exists  only  in  conception. 
This  doctrine  caused  divisions  amongst  the  Monophysites,  and  these  led  the  Coptic 
patriarch  Damian  to  emphasise  so  strongly  the  reality  of  the  one  substance,  that 
he  could  be  represented  as  a  Tetradite,  although  at  the  same  time  he  probably 
took  away  from  the  independence  of  the  persons.  Cf.  the  Art.  "  Tritheistic'  n- 
Streit  "  by  Gass  in  the  R.-Encykl. 
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out,    however,  any  blending  (s-vvxtoiQy)  and  mixture  ( 

(I.  8).     In    his    case    too    this   way    of   putting   the    dogma  was 

determined  by  the  Christological  dogma.  ' 

In  the  Eastern  Church  the  further  development  of  the  dogma 
of  the  Trinity  beyond  the  limit  reached  by  the  Cappadocians 
had  no  appreciable  result.  ~  It  was  too  unimportant  in  itself, 
and,  above  all,  it  left  untouched  the  point  in  connection  with 
which  the  placing  of  the  Father  above  the  other  Hypostases 
came  most  plainly  to  the  front.  John  also  (I.  8)  taught 
that  the  Holy  Spirit  proceeds  from  the  Father,  *  He  further 
simply  repeated  the  old  statements  that  the  Spirit  proceeds 
through  the  Son,  that  He  is  the  image  of  the  Son  as  the  latter 
is  of  the  Father,  and  that  He  is  the  mediation  between  Father 
and  Son,  although  in  his  day  the  doctrine  of  the  Latins  —  the 
filioque  —  was  already  known  in  the  East.  4  The  Easterns  clung 
to  the  statements  in  support  of  which  they  alleged  countless 
passages  from  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  of  the  Fourth  Century, 
that  the  Spirit  proceeds  from  the  Father,  or  from  the  Father 
through  the  Son.  As  against  the  Arians  and  Semi-Arians  they 
emphasised  the  Spirit's  independence  of  the  Son,  in  so  far  as 

1  See  on  this  Bach,  DG.  des  MA.  I.,  pp.  53  flf.,  67  ff.  In  the  Tritheistic  proposi 
tions  and  in  the  counter-movement  we  have  the  beginning  of  the  mediaeval 
controversy  regarding  Realism  and  Nominalism. 

"  On  the  other  hand  the  fact  that  the  most  distinguished  teacher  of  the  East 
propounded  a  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  which  seems  to  be  akin  to  that  of  Augustine 
was  of  importance  for  Western  theology.  We  cannot  assume  that  Augustine  in 
fluenced  John.  Moreover,  after  this  theologians  were  still  to  be  found  in  the 
East  who,  perhaps  under  the  influence  of  Mohammedanism,  worked  out  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity  in  a  modalistic  way.  Thus  in  the  eleventh  century  Elias  of  Nisibis 
in  his  book  "On  the  proof  of  the  truth  of  the  Faith",  written  against  the  Moham 
medans,  says  (Horst,  1886,  p.  I  f.)  ;  "Wisdom  and  Life  are  two  attributes  ot  God, 
which  no  one  except  Him  possesses.  For  this  reason  Christians  also  say  that  He 
is  three  persons,  i.e.,  possesses  three  essential  attributes  —  namely,  Essence,  Wisdom 
which  is  His  Word,  and  Life  ;  He  is,  however,  a  single  substance  ...  'Three  persons' 
expresses  the  same  as  is  expressed  by  the  statement  —  the  Almighty  is  God,  wise, 
and  living.  The  Essence  is  the  Father,  the  Wisdom  is  the  Son,  the  Life  is  the 
Holy  Spirit."  God  is  thus  purely  a  single  being.  I  am  not  able  to  say  whether 
Elias  is  alone  amongst  the  Nestorians  in  teaching  this  heterodox  doctrine. 

3  The    addition  "  and    rests   in  the  Son  "  does  not  require  to  be  taken  account 
of;  see  Langen,  Joh.  v.  Damaskus,  p.  283  ff. 

4  John    expressly  rejects  the  view  (1.  c.)  that  the  Spirit  is  from  the  Son  or  that 
it  has  its  t/Vap|<?  from  the  Son  (Horn,  de  Sabb.  s.). 
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dependence  meant  that  the  Spirit  was  a  creation  of  the  Son, 
and  they  always  continued  to  stick  to  the  ''from  the  Father". 
If  in  the  following  centuries  they  seldom  purposely  emphasised 
it,  still  they  always  laid  stress  on  it  as  being  a  self-evident 
expression  of  the  thesis  that  the  Father  is  the  First  Principle 
(<*P%y)  m  tne  Trinity,  and  that  accordingly  the  Spirit  appears 
as  depotentiated,  or  double  caused,  if  it  is  regarded  as  proceed 
ing  from  the  Son  also. L  The  doctrine  of  the  procession  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  from  the  Father  alone  thus  clearly  shews  that  in 
the  East  the  mutual  indwelling  of  the  Hypostases  was  not 
thought  of  as  complete,  and  that  the  Father  was  regarded  as 
greater  than  the  Son.  The  spiritual  representation  of  the  Trinity 
was  of  a  different  kind  in  the  East  and  in  the  West  respec 
tively,  especially  from  the  time  of  Augustine  onwards.  It  is 
accordingly  at  this  point  that  Photius  (867)  took  up  the  subject, 
since  he,  in  searching  for  a  dogmatic  disputed  point,  charged 
the  West  with  introducing  innovations  into  doctrine,  and 
strengthened  this  charge  by  alleging  the  still  graver  accusation 
against  the  West,  of  having  falsified  the  most  holy  Creed  of 
Constantinople  by  the  addition  of  the  "  filioque"— -"  worst  of 

1  nxpx  rov  vfov  or  Six  rov  vlov  was  the  expression  used;  i.e.,  it  was  assumed 
from  what  was  stated  in  Holy  Scripture  that  there  was  a  peirireix  on  the  part  of 
the  Son  in  connection  with  the  exirdpeva-is  of  the  Spirit  5  e.g.,  Athan.  ad  Scrap.  I. 
20,  so  that  Athanasius  himself  could  say,  "  what  the  Holy  Spirit  has,  it  has  from 
(Trxpx)  the  Son"  (Orat.  IV.  24),  but  the  Father  alone  is  the  cause  of  the  Spirit; 
cf.  Basil,  ep.  38.  4,  de  sp.  s.  6  f. ;  Gregor.,  Naz.,  Orat.  31.  7,  8,  29;  Gregor., 
Nyss.,  Orat.  cat.  3  and  many  passages  in  his  work  against  Eunomius.  This  system 
of  doctrine  continued  to  be  the  dominant  one,  and  it  makes  no  difference  to  it 
that  a  passage  has  always  been  pointed  to  in  Epiphanius  and  Cyril  according  to 
which  the  Spirit  is  e%  xp<po7v.  Marcellus  had  already  expressed  himself  on  this 
point  in  his  own  fashion  when  he  wrote  (Euseb.,  de  eccl.  theol.  III.  4) :  Hut; 
'yxp,  si  py  YI  povacs  xSixiperot;  oltrx  fit;  rpixSx  irAxrvvotro,  ly^ta^l,  xvrbv  irspt 
rov  Trvevftxros  fore  fj.lv  heyetv,  'o'rt  ex  rov  Ttxrpbi;  exTropeverxi,  itor's  $e  Aeye/v, 
exeHvos  en  rov  efj.ov  ^yi^erxi  xxi  xvx'yyete'i  vp7v.  In  reference  to  this  point  the 
dominant  theology  found  it  possible  only  to  distinguish  between  the  immanent 
processio  and  the  processio  in  the  historical  revelation,  or  to  analyse  the  "ir/zpx" 
into  "ex"  (Father)  and  "J<«".  In  the  Nestorian  controversy  the  use  of  the  pro 
position  that  the  Spirit  proceeds  from  the  Son  was  formally  disallowed.  Theodoret, 
it  is  true,  maintained  in  opposition  to  Cyril  the  view  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is 
'/Siov  viov,  but  he  declared  it  to  be  an  impiety  to  teach  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is 
'e£  vlov  or  has  Si*  vlov  rijv  vTrcepfyv  (Opp.  V.  p.  47  ed.  Schultze).  Maximus  Con 
fess,  further  repeated  this  in  the  ep.  ad  Marinum,  and  so  too  did  Joh.  Damasc.  It 
is  to  be  found  also  in  the  Confession  of  Theodore  v.  Mops.  (Hahn,  §  139,  p.  230). 
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evils  is  the  addition  to  the  holy  Creed"  (KOLX&V  XXXKTTOV  y  sv 
ru  xyla  yjftfSdhu  TrporQyxii).  As  a  matter  of  fact  "  filioque  ",  as 
a  word  in  the  Creed  and  indeed  in  the  doctrine  itself  too,  was 
an  innovation,  but  in  reality  it  was  merely  the  correct  expres 
sion  for  the  original  Western  conception  of  the  one  God  in 
whom  the  Trinity  coheres.  This  is  not  the  place  to  describe 
the  endless  controversy  ;  for  the  countless  and  ever  new  argu 
ments  adduced  on  both  sides,  so  far  as  they  do  not  spring 
from  a  different  way  of  conceiving  of  the  Trinity  and  from  the 
determination  to  hold  by  what  had  once  been  delivered  to  the 
Church,  are  worthless.  Nor  have  the  attempts  to  reconcile  the 
opposing  views  any  interest  for  the  history  of  dogma,  because, 
as  a  rule,  they  were  dictated  by  ecclesiastical  policy.  It  is, 
however,  worthy  of  note  that  the  Greeks  gradually  came  to  be 
suspicious  of  the  old  "Six  rov  v'ltiv  ",  "through  the  Son",  too, 
but  that  they  otherwise  continued  to  hold  by  the  Cappadocian 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  '  This  together  with  the  dogma  of  the 
Incarnation  continued  to  be  the  Faith  of  the  Church,  the  mystery 
&%ox,yv.  The  whole  of  the  material,  however,  which  had 


1  Photius,  Mystag.  (ed.  Hergenrother)  p.  15:  Ei  Svo  XITI'XI  ev  ry  Qexp%i>i%  xxt 
vTrepoucriia  rpixSt  xx&opXTXt,  TTOV  TO  Ty$  (tOY»p%iet$  TTO^VV^V^TOV  xxt  $eoir  penes  xpxTOS; 
The  tracing  back  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to  the  Father  and  the  Son  is  compared  to 
Manichean  dualism.  The  controversial  works  are  innumerable  and  those  in  the 
Slav  languages  are  also  very  numerous,  dating  chiefly  from  the  ninth,  eleventh, 
thirteenth,  (Council  of  Lyons)  fifteenth  (Synod  of  Florence)  and  seventeenth  (Cyril- 
lus  Lucaris)  centuries.  In  our  own  day,  owing  to  the  Old-Catholic  movement  and 
its  projects  of  Union,  the  question  has  again  been  revived.  For  the  carrying  out 
of  their  plans  of  Union  with  Eastern  Churches,  which  have  already  been  in  a  large 
measure  successful,  the  Romans  have  always  found  it  necessary  to  have  controversi 
alists  of  a  conciliatory  disposition,  e.g.^  Leo  Allatius  ;  while  for  their  condemnation 
of  the  obstinate  Greeks  they  have  always  required  fanatical  controversialists.  The 
Greeks  in  order  to  protect  themselves  against  the  threatening  encroachment  on  the 
part  of  the  Romans,  still  continue  to  lay  great  stress  on  dogmatic  controversy,  as 
is  proved  by  the  existence  of  numerous  works  and  essays,  and  even  by  the  Greek 
newspapers  which  appear  in  Constantinople.  Besides  the  large  works  on  the 
Schism  by  Pichler,  and  on  Photius  by  Hergenrother,  cf.  Walch,  Hist,  controv.  de 
process,  s.  s.  1751;  Theophanes,  de  process,  s.  s.  1772;  Gass,  Symbolik  d.  griech. 
K.  p.  130  ff.  ;  Kattenbusch,  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  318  ff.  ;  Vincenzi,  op.  cit.;  Langen,  Die  tri- 
nitar.  Lehrdifferenz,  1876  ;  Swete,  On  the  History  of  the  Procession  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  1876;  Stanley,  The  Eastern  Church,  1864;  Kranich,  Der  h.  Basil,  i.  s.  Stel- 
lung  z.  filioque,  1882;  Pawlow,  Kritische  Versuche  zur  Geschichte  der  altesten 
griechish-russischen  Polemik  gegen  die  Lateiner  (Russian)  1878  ;  Bach,  Dogmen- 
gesch.  des  M.-A.  II.  p.  748  ff. 
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been  taken  over  from  Greek  philosophy  was  turned  to  account 
in  giving  a  definite  form  to  this  dogma,  and  was  to  a  certain 
extent  exhausted  here.  Accordingly  in  the  Trinitarian  theology 
we  also  meet  with  what  the  Church  inherited  from  the  down 
fall  of  the  ancient  world  of  thought,  though  certainly  it  presents 
itself  in  a  very  much  abridged  and  stunted  form.  Owing  to  the 
way  in  which  it  was  employed  and  owing  to  its  being  united 
with  separate  Biblical  expressions  which  came  to  be  taken  as 
philosophical-theological  conceptions — the  rpoTrot  virdtp%eaf,  modes 
of  existence  for  example — it  doubtless  underwent  the  most 
astonishing  modification.  Still  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in 
the  theological  treatment  given  to  it,  became  the  vehicle  by 
which  the  Platonic  and  Aristotelian  philosophy  was  transmitted 
to  the  Slavic  and  Germanic  peoples.  It  contains  a  most  peculiar 
blend  of  the  Christian  thought  of  the  revelation  of  God  in  Jesus 
and  the  legacy  of  ancient  philosophy. 

In  the  West,  Augustine,  following  an  ancient  Western  tendency, 
destroyed  the  last  remains  of  subordinationism,  though  just 
because  of  this  he  advanced  in  the  direction  of  Modalism. 
According  to  him  in  constructing  the  doctrine  of  God  we  should 
not  start  from  the  person  of  the  Father.  On  the  contrary  the 
conception  of  the  Godhead  ought  from  the  very  first  to  be 
personal  and  Trinitarian,  so  that  the  Father  is  regarded  as  being 
conditioned  in  His  existence  by  the  Son  in  the  same  way  as 
the  Son  is  by  the  Father.  Augustine  wishes  the  unity  of  the 
three  persons  to  be  so  conceived  of  that  the  three  are  equal 
to  each  one  singly,  and  the  triple  personality  is  understood  as 
existing  within  the  absolute  simplicity  of  God.  The  differences 
or  characteristic  notes  of  the  three  persons  are  still  to  hold 
good  when  the  Godhead  is  so  conceived  of;  but  they  appear 
merely  as  relations  in  the  one  Godhead,  and  their  characteristics 
are  done  away  when  it  is  considered  that  in  connection  with 
the  act  of  production  or  procession  Son  and  Spirit  are  to  be 
regarded  as  active  agents.  Augustine  searched  for  analogies  to 
the  threefoldness  which  is  found  in  the  one  divine  essence,  in 
creation,  in  the  conceptions  of  basis  and  substance,  form  and 
idea,  persistence,  and  in  the  human  spirit  in  object,  subjective 
picture  of  the  object,  interition  of  perception— mens  ipsa,  notitia 
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mentis,  amor — memoria,  intelligentia,  voluntas.  The  doctrine  in 
its  entirety  is  the  effort  of  a  man  whose  mind  was  as  sceptical 
as  it  was  intellectually  powerful,  but  who  revelled  in  the  incom 
prehensible,  who  had  laid  hold  of  a  new  thought,  but  who  both 
as  sceptic  and  as  theosophist  felt  himself  bound  to  tradition, 
and  who  for  this  reason  was  for  his  punishment  driven  about 
between  the  poles  of  a  docta  ignorantia  and  a  knowledge  which 
was  replete  with  contradictions.  This  speculation,  which  attempts 
to  construe  the  most  immanent  of  immanent  Trinities  and  to 
sublimate  the  Trinity  into  a  unity,  just  because  it  does  this, 
discards  everything  in  the  way  of  a  basis  in  historical  religion 
and  loses  itself  in  paradoxical  distinctions  and  speculations,  while 
at  the  same  time  it  is  not  able  to  give  clear  expression  to  its 
new  and  valuable  thought.  The  great  work  of  Augustine,  "  De 
Trinitate",  can  scarcely  be  said  to  have  promoted  piety  any 
where  or  at  any  time.  It,  however,  became  the  high-school  not 
only  for  the  technico-logical  culture  of  the  understanding,  but  also 
for  the  metaphysics  of  the  Middle- Ages.  The  realistic  scholasticism 
of  the  Middle-Ages  is  not  conceivable  apart  from  this  work, 
because  it  itself  already  contains  Scholasticism. ' 

1  The  larger  histories  of  dogma  go  very  fully  into  Augustine's  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity.  For  the  history  of  dogma,  however,  it  is  sufficient  to  get  a  knowledge 
of  the  main  outlines  of  this  doctrine.  The  chief  source  is  the  great  work  "  de  trini- 
tate",  the  letters  Nos.  n  and  120  are  specially  instructive;  the  former  because,  written 
immediately  after  Augustine's  conversion,  it  nevertheless  already  contains  his  funda 
mental  thought,  although  still  in  a  simple  form  and  accompanied  by  a  confidence 
in  the  power  of  sanctified  reason  to  understand  the  mystery;  letter  120,  because  in 
a  proportionately  brief  form  it  sets  forth  the  doctrine  in  its  matured  shape.  (The 
Quaternity  is  rejected  in  c.  7,  13.)  Besides  this,  attention  should  be  given  to  lib.  XI. 
10  de  civil,  dei,  amongst  other  passages;  cf.  the  monographs  by  Bindemann  and 
Dorner  jun.,  and  also  Gangauf,  Augustin's  specul.  Lehre  v.  Gott,  1865.  According 
to  Augustine  it  is  not  the  divine  substance  or  the  Father  that  is  the  monarchical 
principle,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  Trinity  itself  is  the  one  God  (unus  deus  est  ipse 
trinitas,  pater  et  filius  et  spiritus  s.  est  unus  deus;  see  de  trin.  V.  9,  c.  serm.  Arian. 
c.  4).  Consequently  the  equality  and  unity  are  conceived  of  by  him  in  a  much 
stricter  fashion  than  by  the  Cappadocians.  He  is  not  afraid  of  the  paradox  that 
two  persons  are  equal  to  three,  and  again  that  one  is  equal  to  three  (VII.  n, 
VI.  10);  for  "singula  sunt  in  singulis  et  omnia  in  singulis  et  singula  in  omnibus 
et  omnia  in  omnibus  et  unum  omnia."  Accordingly  the  Son  too  takes  an  active 
part  in  His  own  sending  (II.  9 :  "  a  patre  et  filio  missus  est  idem  filius,  quia  verbum 
patris  est  ipse  filius");  the  immanent  function  of  the  persons  as  well  as  their 
economic  function  are  never  to  be  thought  of  as  separated,  for  "  sunt  semper  uni- 
cem,  neuter  solus"  (VI.  7);  it  is  therefore  true  that  the  Trinity — in  the  O.  T. — 
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It     was     for    Augustine    a    self-evident    truth    that  the    Holy 
Spirit  proceeds  also  from  the  Son,  and  he  expressly  maintained 

has  also  been  seen  (II.),  a  fact  which  the  Greeks  denied,  and  that  the  unity  is 
actually  a  numerical  one.  It  is  accordingly  also  self-evident  that  the  equality  is  a 
perfect  one ;  the  Father  in  all  His  acts  is  no  less  dependent  on  the  Son  than  the 
Son  is  on  Him  (c.  serm.  Arian.  3  :  1.  c.  4  is  therefore  striking:  ';  solus  pater  non 
legitur  missus,  quoniam  solus  non  habet  auctorem,  a  quo  genitus  sit  vel  a  quo 
procedat");  the  special  qualities  do  not  establish  anything  in  the  way  of  superiority 
or  inferiority.  Nor  are  the  persons  to  be  conceived  of  as  independent  substances 
or  as  accidents,  but  as  relations,  in  which  the  inner  life  of  the  Godhead  is  present 
(V.  4,  VII.  II,  VI.  60,  V.  5:  "in  deo  nihil  quidem  secundum  accidens  dicitur, 
quia  nihil  in  eo  mutabile  est ;  nee  tamen  omne  quod  dicitur,  secundum  substantiam  dicitur. 
Dicitur  enim  ad  aliquid,  sicut  pater  ad  filium  et  films  ad  patrem,  quod  non  est  accidens, 
quia  et  ille  semper  pater  et  ille  semper  filius"  etc.  V.  6  :  amplification  of  the '' relative", 
see  also  ep.  233).  We  can  see  that  Augustine  only  gets  beyond  Modalism  by  the  mere 
assertion  that  he  does  not  wish  to  be  a  Medalist,  and  by  the  aid  of  ingenious 
distinctions  between  different  ideas.  His  strength  and  the  significance  of  his  book 
consist  in  the  attempts  he  makes  to  base  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  on  analogies, 
together  with  these  distinctions  in  thought.  In  connection  with  these  Augustine  has 
given  us  some  extraordinarily  acute  and  valuable  discussions  on  psychology,  the 
theory  of  knowledge,  and  metaphysics,  which  supplied  the  subsequent  centuries  with 
philosophical  education.  The  Scholastics  made  use  of  these  investigations  not  only 
in  connection  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  in  discussing  which  they  do  not 
get  beyond  Modalism — but  also  in  connection  with  the  conception  of  God  in  itself 
and  theology  generally.  It  is  impossible,  however,  to  understand  the  labyrinths  of 
the  work  ';  de  trinitate  ",  on  which  Augustine  was  occupied  for  fifteen  years,  if  we 
do  not  keep  the  fact  in  view  that  the  great  thinker  has  attempted  to  express  in 
his  formula  for  the  Trinity  a  thought  which  this  formula  not  only  does  not  contain, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  implicitly  disowns — namely,  that  the  Godhead  is  personal  and 
is  consequently  one  person,  that  Qeorys  and  ©EC'S  mean  the  same  thing.  Obliged 
to  believe  in  "  the  three  persons  in  the  one  essence "  by  tradition,  but  obliged 
also  by  his  Christian  experience  to  believe  in  the  single  personality  of  God  (see 
the  Confessions),  spite  of  the  value  which  he  too  puts  upon  the  "  Essence "  this 
situation  could  only  result  in  a  contradiction.  Had  Augustine  been  able  to  make  a 
fresh  start  in  putting  the  Christian  religion  into  a  doctrinal  system,  he  would  have 
been  the  last  to  have  thought  of  the  Greek  formula.  One  who  could  write  (V.  9) 
"  dictum  est  '  tres  personse '  non  ut  illud  diceretur,  sed  ne  taceretur,"  would  not 
have  discovered  the  three  persons  in  the  one  substance !  But  though  thus  involved 
in  contradiction  this  great  mind  was  nevertheless  able  to  instruct  posterity  in  a 
hundred  ways,  for  Augustine  employed  the  whole  resources  of  his  philosophy  in 
the  endeavour  to  overcome  the  contradiction  which  could  not  be  overcome.  It  is 
moreover,  of  importance  that  his  acquaintance  with  the  Cappadocian  theology  was 
of  such  a  very  superficial  kind.  When  (V.  9)  he  translates  the  formula,  HIKV  ourixv 
rpris  v7toffT*<r£is,  by  "una  essentia  tres  substantial "  it  is  evident  that  he  had  not 
entered  into  the  spirit  or  grasped  the  point  of  view  of  that  theology.  The  addition, 
however,  "sed  quia  nostra  loquendi  consuetude  iam  obtinuit,  ut  hoc  intelligatur 
cum  dicimus  essentiam,  quod  intellegitur  cum  dicimus  substantiam,  non  audemus 
dicere:  unam  essentiam  tres  substantias,  sed  unam  essentiam  vel  substantiam,  tres 
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this.1  In  doing  this  he  merely  gave  expression  to  the  view  whici 
was  implicitly  contained  in  the  ancient  Western  doctrine  of  th 

autem  personas,  quemadmodum  multi  Latini  ista  tractaiites  et  digni  auctoritat 
dixerunt,  cum  alium  modum  aptiorem  non  invenirent,  quo  enuntiarent  verbis  quo 
sine  verbis  intellegebant,"  proves  that  spite  of  the  agreement  come  to  with  th 
East,  the  West  was  not  yet  conscious  of  possessing  a  common  terminology.  Th 
studies  of  Reuter  (Ztschr.  f.  K.  G.  V.,  p.  375  ff.,  VI.  p.  155  ff.)  have  thrown  ligl 
on  Augustine's  relation  to  the  Trinitarian  conclusions  of  the  East.  We  may  assei 
to  his  thesis  (p.  191)  "  In  his  discussion  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  Augustin 
seldom  expressly  falls  back  on  the  formulae  of  the  Nicene  Creed.  His  doctrine  i 
not  anti-Nicene,  but  neither  is  it  for  the  most  part  Nicene  in  its  wording.  H 
made  very  little  use  of  the  discussions  of  Greek  or  even  of  Latin  authors."  Th 
Nicene  Creed  is  not  once  mentioned  in  the  work  "  de  trinitate  ".  We  ought  not  i 
fact  to  measure  the  acquaintance  which  the  West  had  with  the  theological  develoi 
ment  in  the  East  by  the  careful  attention  given  to  it  by  the  Roman  bishop 
Reuter  is  right  in  saying  (p.  383  f.)  that  it  is  not  so  much  the  Nicene  Creed  c 
indeed  any  formula  whatever  which  Augustine  takes  for  granted  as  expressing  th 
Church  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  but  rather  a  fixed  series  of  fundamental  thought: 
The  West  was  never  so  deeply  impressed  by  the  Nicene  Creed  as  the  East  ha 
been.  In  the  writings  of  Tertullian,  Novatian,  Dionysius  of  Rome  amongst  other: 
it  possessed  the  "  series  of  fundamental  thoughts  "  which  proved  sufficient  and  i 
which  was  still  contained  a  trace  of  that  'iv  Trpotrcax-ov  maintained  by  Calixt.  (Philo; 
IX.  12)  and  the  presence  of  which  is  still  manifested  in  the  "  non  ut  illud  diceretu 
[to  wit,  '  tres  personse ']  "  of  Augustine.  Just  for  this  very  reason  the  West  did  nc 
require  the  Nicene  Creed,  or  required  it  only  when  it  came  to  close  quarters  wit' 
Arianism,  as  we  may  gather  from  what  is  said  by  Ambrose.  We  have  finally  t 
refer  to  an  important  element  in  the  position  of  Augustine  in  reference  to  th 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  Augustine  was  positively  and  negatively  influenced  by  Nee 
Platonism  as  represented  by  Plotinus  and  Porphyry.  Negatively,  in  so  far  as  h 
was  there  confronted  with  a  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  but  with  one  which  was  base< 
on  a  descending  series  of  emanations;  positively,  in  so  far  as  he  took  over  fron 
Plotiuus  the  thought  of  the  simplicity  of  God  and  attempted  actually  to  make  usi 
of  it.  To  Augustine  as  a  philosopher  the  construction  of  a  doctrine  of  the  Trinit; 
was  already  a  matter  of  course.  All  the  more  was  it  necessary  for  him  to  strivi 
to  construct  a  peculiarly  Christian  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  and,  because  oftheide: 
of  simplicity  which  could  no  longer  be  referred  to  the  Father  alone,  to  bring  tht 
other  two  persons  into  unity  with  the  Father.  With  the  philosophical  postulate  o 
the  simplicity  of  God  was  blended  the  religious  postulate  of  the  personality  o 
God,  a  point  regarding  which  indeed  Augustine  never  got  to  have  theoreticall' 
clear  views.  Here  accordingly  the  other  two  "  persons "  had  to  be  fused,  and  ii 
this  way  originated  the  logical  work  of  art  represented  by  his  doctrine  of  thi 
Trinity,  which  no  one  had  taught  him  and  which  appeared  even  to  himself  to  bi 
so  difficult  that  he  did  not  count  on  its  being  understood  by  outsiders  (Reuter,  p.  384] 
Prudentius  (see,  e.g.,  Cath.  XL  13  sq.)  has  a  very  ancient  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
which  partly  recalls  that  of  Tertullian  and  partly  that  of  Marcellus. 

1  The  Father  Himself  is  only  relatively  principium,  the  Son  and  the  Hoi; 
Spirit  are  also  to  be  termed  principium  5  but  they  form  together  one  princi 
pium  (V.  13).  The  statement  accordingly  holds  good:  "  fatendum  est,  patren 
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Trinity l  inasmuch  as  the  procession  of  the  Spirit  from  Father 
and  Son  implied  in  it  could  never  be  regarded  as  the  procession 
from  two  First  Principles.  The  first  mention  of  the  doctrine 
after  Augustine  is  in  the  Confession  of  Faith  of  a  Synod  of 
Toledo  which  probably  met  in  447,  hardly  in  400,  "  paracletus 
a  patre  filioque  procedens"  (Hahn,  §  97)  and  in  the  words  of 
Leo  I.  (ep.  ad  Turib.  c.  i):  "  de  utroque  processit";  see  further 
the  so-called  Athanasian  Creed  and  the  Confession  of  the  Synod 
of  Toledo  in  the  year  589  (Reccared's  Confession,  Hahn,  §  106). 
It  was  at  this  Synod  that  the  "filioque"  was  first  put  into  the 
text  of  the  Creed  of  Constantinople,  which  had  probably  then 
or  shortly  before  first  reached  Spain.  We  have  no  further 
information  regarding  the  reception  it  met  with ; "  it  is  likely 
that  in  opposition  to  the  West  Gothic  Arianism  there  was  a 
desire  to  give  expression  to  the  doctrine  of  the  equality  of 
Father  and  Son.  From  Spain  the  addition  reached  the  Carlo- 
vingian  Frankish  Empire, 3  and  already  in  the  first  decades  of 
the  ninth  century  it  had  been  there  embodied  in  the  official 
form  of  the  Creed — by  the  order  of  Charles  the  Great.  In 
Rome  the  Augustinian  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  had  indeed 
been  long  ago  sanctioned,  but  as  late  as  the  beginning  of  the 
ninth  century  the  Creed  as  accepted  there  was  still  without 
that  addition,  as  the  table  constructed  by  Leo  III.  and  his 
answer  to  the  Frankish  ambassadors  in  the  year  809  prove. 
Soon  after  this,  however, — when  and  under  what  circumstances 
it  is  impossible  to  say — it  was  adopted  into  the  Creed  in  Rome 
too;  see  the  ordo  Romanus  de  div.  off.  (Max  Bibl.  Patr.  XIII., 

et  filium  principium  esse  spiritus  sancti,  non  duo  principia."  It  is,  however,  worthy 
of  note  that  Augustine  in  this  very  place  (V.  14)  rejects  the  view  that  the  Son 
•was  born  of  the  Holy  Spirit  also. 

1  It    seems    to    have    appeared    again    in    the  teaching  of  Priscillian  as  avowed 
Modalism ;  see  the  Anathemas  of  the  Spanish  Synod  of  447  in  Hefele,  op.  cit.  II., 
p.  307  f.,  and  Leo  I.,  ep.  ad  Turibium. 

2  See    the    Acts  of  the  Council  in  Mansi  IX.,  pp.  977—1010,  Gams,  K.  Gesch. 
Spaniens  II.  2,  p.  6  ff.,  Hefele  III.,  p.  48  ff.    Rosier  (Prudentius,  p.  362  ff.)  regards 
the  Confession  in  question  as  being  that  of  the  Council  of  400. 

3  The  first  controversy,    (with  the  Easterns,)  arose  at  the  Council  of  Gentilly  in 
the  year   767.    Already  in  the  libri  Carolini  the  East  is  censured  for  not  accepting 
the  filioque. 
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p.    67 /#),    which    perhaps    belongs    to   the   second   half  of  the 
ninth  century,  and  the  controversy  with  Photius. ' 

So  far  as  popular  Christian  thought  is  concerned,  the  Cappa- 
docian  manner  of  formulating  the  doctrine  exercised  in  the  end 
a  more  decisive  influence  even  in  the  West  than  the  Augusti- 
nian  view  which  dissolves  the  persons  into  conceptions  and 
leaves  little  room  for  the  play  of  ordinary  or  pictorial  thought. 
But  for  the  Church  and  for  Science  2  Augustine's  view  came  to 
be  authoritative.  What  contributed  most  to  this  result  was  the 
fact  that  it  was  embodied  as  the  doctrine  of  Athanasius  in  a 
formula  which  came  to  have  the  authority  of  a  universal  and 
binding  Confession  of  Faith.  It  is  extremely  probable  that  the 
so-called  Athanasian  Creed,  so  far  as  the  first  half  of  it  is  con 
cerned,  is  a  Gallican  Rule  of  Faith  explanatory  of  the  Creed 
of  Nicaea.  As  such  it  was  from  the  fifth  century  onwards,  by 
means  of  the  theology  of  Augustine  and  Vincentius  of  Lerinum, 
gradually  made  into  a  course  of  instruction  for  the  clergy,  z>., 
the  monks,  suitable  for  being  committed  to  memory.  As  a 
regula  fidei  meant  to  explain  the  Nicene  Creed  it  was  called 
"fides  catholica"  or  "fides  Athanasii",  though  it  had  other  names 
also,  and  perhaps  as  early  as  500  it  began  with  the  words 
"  Quicunque  vult  salvus  esse."  It  is  probable  that  in  the  course 
of  the  sixth  century  it  essentially  received  its  present  technical 
form  in  Southern  Gaul  where  the  West-Gothic  Spanish  Arianism 
still  continued  to  provoke  opposition.  In  the  middle  of  the  sixth 
century  it,  or  at  least  a  recension  very  similar  to  it,  was  already 
current  as  the  authoritative  course  of  instruction  for  the  clergy 
in  Southern  Gaul,  and  was  together  with  the  Psalms  learned  by 
heart.  It  got  into  the  decisions  of  single  Councils  from  the 
Psalm-books  and  breviaries  of  the  monks  and  clergy,  in  so  far 
as  the  practice  had  here  begun  of  appealing  to  single  state 
ments  in  this  rule  of  faith.  Starting  from  here  it  gradually 
came  to  be  the  Confession  of  the  Frankish  Church  in  the  eighth 
and  ninth  centuries.  It  was  perhaps  then  that  the  second 
Christological  half  was  added,  the  origin  of  which  is  completely 

1  See  Abelard,  Sic  et  Non  IV.,  p.  26  sq.  ed.  Cousin,  and  the  works  cited  above ; 
in  addition  Kollner,  Symbolik  L,  p.  I  f.,  p.  28  ff. 

"  See  Erigena's  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  which  is  entirely  drawn  from  Augus 
tine,  de  div.  nat.  I.  62,  II.  32,  35,  homil.  in  prolog.  ev.  sec.  Joann. 
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wrapped  in  obscurity ;  it  was  of  course  put  together  before 
the  ninth  century.  The  Prankish  Church  by  its  relations 
with  Rome  was  the  means  of  communicating  the  Creed  as  the 
Confession  of  Athanasius  to  the  entire  Western  Church  during 
the  period  from  the  ninth  to  the  eleventh  centuries.  As  Rome 
and — through  Rome — the  West  finally  received  the  Gallico- 
Frankish  form  of  the  so-called  Apostles'  Creed  and  gave  up 
the  primitive  Apostles'  Creed,  so  too  Rome  adopted  as  a  second 
Creed  the  Gallico-Frankish  statement  of  the  Augustinian  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity.  This,  at  any  rate,  is  the  relatively  most  probable 
view  that  can  be  taken  of  the  obscure  history  of  the  origin 
and  reception  of  the  so-called  Athanasian  Creed. '  The  three 

1  For  the  older  works  on  the  Athanasian  Creed  which  begin  with  the  disquisi 
tion  of  Voss  (1642),  see  Kollner,  Symbolik  I.,  p.  53  ff.  In  more  recent  times,  besides 
Caspar!,  the  English,  who  use  the  Creed  at  divine  service  and  nevertheless  have 
come  to  feel  it  to  be  inconvenient,  have  published  valuable  discussions  on  it;  see 
Ffoulkes  The  Athan.  Creed,  1871;  Swainson,  The  Nicene  and  Apost.  Creeds,  etc., 
1875  ;  Ommaney,  Early  History  of  the  Athan.  Creed,  1875  5  two  prize-essays  by 
Peabody  and  Courtney  Stanhope  Kenny,  1876,  which  are  known  to  me  only  from 
the  Jena  Lit.  Ztg.,  1877,  No.  21.  In  addition  the  discussions  on  the  Utrecht  Psalter 
by  Hardy  (1874),  Aratz  (1874),  and  Springer  (1880).  It  is  since  the  non- Athanasian 
origin  of  the  Creed  has  been  established  beyond  doubt  both  on  internal  and 
external  grounds,  that  positive  work  has  begun  to  be  done,  and  this  has  not  yet 
been  brought  to  a  conclusion.  The  question  as  to  how  far  its  transmission  in 
writing  takes  us  back  has  already  been  the  subject  of  important  controversies.  It  is 
doubtful  if  the  manuscript  takes  us  back  as  far  as  the  time  of  Charles  the  Great  or 
Charles  the  Bald.  But  the  question  of  origin  cannot  be  decided  by  the  settlement  of  this 
point.  Swainson  gives  850  as  the  date  of  its  origin — amongst  the  Neustrian  clergy — and 
sees  in  it  a  piece  of  intentional  deception.  Ffoulkes  endeavours  to  prove  that  it  originated 
at  the  end  of  the  eighth  century  and  is  also  inclined  to  believe  there  was  deception  in 
the  matter ;  Caspari  suggests  the  sixth  century ;  others  go  as  far  back  as  the  fifth, 
beyond  the  middle  of  which,  at  any  rate,  we  cannot,  for  internal  reasons,  go.  The 
question  of  origin  is  a  complicated  one  since  the  Rule  of  Faith  originated  by  stages 
and  only  gradually  came  to  be  authoritative.  There  is  no  reason  for  thinking  of 
deception.  What  I  have  given  in  the  text  is  based  on  independent  studies,  but  to 
describe  these  at  length  would  take  us  too  far.  The  most  certain  traces  seem  to  me  to 
point  to  Southern  Gaul,  and  North  Africa  may  also  have  had  something  to  do  with  it. 
The  Athanasian  Creed  does  not  belong  to  the  same  category  as  the  pseudo-Isidorian 
Decretals  as  Swainson  holds  5  nor  was  it  set  up  by  Charles  the  Great  as  a  sharp 
boundary  line  between  East  and  West,  which  is  the  view  of  Ffoulkes;  on  the 
contrary,  it  was  a  syllabus  of  instruction  based  on  the  doctrine  of  Athanasius,  which 
in  uncritical  times  was  turned  into  a  creed  of  Athanasius.  The  necessity  for  a 
detailed  creed  of  this  kind  was  coincident  with  the  desire  to  possess  a  compendium 
of  the  sacred  paradoxes  of  Augustine  and  at  the  same  time  a  sharp  weapon  against 
the  Trinitarian,  i.e ,  Arian,  errors  which  had  for  so  long  haunted  the  West. 
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so-called  ecumenical  Creeds  are  consequently  all  "apocryphal." 
The  Apostles'  Creed  did  not  originate  with  the  Apostles,  though 
so  far  as  its  basis  is  concerned,  it  belongs  to  the  post-Apostolic 
age;  the  Nicene-Constantinopolitan  Creed  originated  neither  in 
Nicaea  nor  in  Constantinople,  but  in  Jerusalem  or  Cyprus, 
though  it  got  its  main  contents  from  Nicaea ;  the  Athanasian 
Creed  is  not  the  work  of  Athanasius.  Nor  are  they  ecumenical, 
on  the  contrary  it  is  at  most  the  Nicene-Constantinopolitan 
Creed  which  can  be  so  termed l  since  the  East  knew  nothing 
of  the  other  two. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  the  Athanasian  Creed  is  strictly 
Augustinian,  and  yet  it  has  certain  traits  which  are  not  to  be 
traced  either  to  Augustine  or  to  Vincentius.  No  other  Creed 
went  so  far  in  the  development  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
as  an  article  of  faith  necessary  to  salvation,  as  this  one.  This 
can  be  explained  only  by  the  fact  of  its  having  originated  in 
mediaeval  times.  The  Franks  regarded  the  Faith  handed  down 
to  them  by  the  ancient  Church  simply  as  a  legal  statute,  and 
accordingly  only  required  faith  in  the  Faith,  obedience,  that  is, 
fides  implicita  therefore,  since  they  did  not  yet  possess  what 
was  required  for  a  religious  or  philosophical  appropriation  of 
the  system  of  belief.  Under  the  form  of  fides  implicita,  how 
ever,  i.e.,  a  faith  of  obedience,  the  most  developed  theology 
can  be  looked  for  from  every  one.  In  the  Athanasian  Creed 
as  a  Creed  we  have  the  transformation  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  as  an  article  of  Faith  to  be  inwardly  appropriated, 
into  an  ecclesiastical  legal  statute  on  the  observance  of  which 
salvation  depends. 2 

1  The    Armenian   Church  possesses  a  Creed  which  is  closely  akin  to  the  Creed 
of  Constantinople,  but  not  identical  with  it. 

2  The    Creed    is    in    Hahn,    §  81.     Careful  attention  has  been  bestowed  on  the 
separate  statements  by  those  who  have  investigated  the  subject,  and  their  origin  has 
been  ascertained.  The  verses  9 — 12  are  not  to  be  directly  traced  to  Augustine.  Four 
times    over    in    the  Creed  salvation  is  made  dependent  on  carefully  denned  belief. 
This    is  not  like  Augustine;  see  ep.  169.  4.     He  did  not  intend  his  amplifications 
of    Trinitarian    doctrine    to  be  taken  as  Church  doctrine  (de  trin.  I.   2).     The  most 
recent    work    on    the   Creed  is  in  Lumby's  History  of  the  Creeds,  third  ed.,  1887. 
Lumby  comes  to  the  conclusion  based  on  a  very  careful  examination  of  the  MSS., 
and    tradition,    that    the    Creed    in  its  present  shape  is  not  older  than  the  time  of 
Charles  the  15ald. 
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For  Athanasius  the  fundamental  religious  thought  was  the 
"'Oftooveiot;" ,  and  just  because  of  this  he  could  not  treat  it 
technically.  For  the  Cappadocians  the  "  'O^ocixrioc; "  and  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  came  to  be  the  sum  of  theological 
knowledge.  For  the  Westerns  after  Augustine  these  doctrines 
became  a  sacred  legal  statute,  to  which,  above  all,  obedience 
must  be  rendered.  This  is  the  course  of  things  which  is  constantly 
repeated  in  the  history  of  religion.  Men  pass  from  the  religious 
thought  to  the  philosophical  and  theological  doctrinal  proposi 
tion,  and  from  the  doctrinal  proposition  which  requires  know 
ledge  to  the  legal  proposition  which  demands  obedience,  or  to 
the  sacred  relic  the  common  veneration  for  which  constitutes 
a  bond  of  union  for  the  community,  whether  it  be  that  of  the 
nation,  the  state,  or  the  Church.  And  thus  the  process  of  for 
mulating  comes  to  have  an  ever-increasing  importance,  and  the 
Confession  with  the  mouth  becomes  the  foundation  of  the 
Church.  But  in  reference  to  this  the  Valentinian  Herakleon 
had  as  early  as  the  second  century  correctly  remarked:— 

"There  is  an  agreement  in  faith  and  life  on  the  one  hand 
and  in  word  on  the  other;  the  agreement  in  word  is  also  an 
agreement  based  on  authorities  which  many  hold  to  be  the 
only  agreement,  though  this  is  not  a  sound  opinion;  for  hypo 
crites  can  subscribe  to  this  kind  of  agreement. 

Tyv    plv    sv    ry    TTI^TSI    y.&i    TTOhirsifr    ryv  £f  sv  (uvy" 
sv    Quvy    Gftchoyia    •/.»}    STT}    r&v    e^ouffiwv    ylver&i,    yv 

i    elv&i   cl  TroAAc/,  o\j%  vyioc? 
y.oCi  cl  vTroxpirati  oftohoysTv.) 


CHAPTER    II. 


THE   DOCTRINE   OF   THE   PERFECT   LIKENESS   OF   THE   NATURE 

OF   THE   INCARNATE   SON   OF   GOD   WITH   THAT   OF 

HUMANITY. 

WHILE  the  question  whether  the  Divine  which  had  appeared 
on  the  earth  was  identical  with  the  supreme  Godhead,  was 
still  agitating  men's  minds,  the  second  question  arose  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  union  of  the  Divine  in  Christ  with  humanity. 
In  this  question,  comprising  as  it  does  two  closely  connected 
problems,  the  problem,  namely,  as  to  the  character  of  the 
humanity  of  Christ,  and  the  problem  as  to  how  the  union  of 
divinity  and  humanity  is  to  be  conceived  of,  that  which  con 
stituted  the  supreme  concern  of  Greek  theology  has  its  culmi 
nation.  It  accordingly  had  already  necessarily  emerged  in  the 
Arian  controversy,  for  it  was  in  reference  to  the  thought  of 
the  union  of  Godhead  and  humanity  that  the  whole  controversy 
was  carried  on  by  Athanasius. l 

The  problem  was  not  a  new  one ;  on  the  contrary,  it  had 
already  engaged  the  attention  of  the  old  theologians  who  had 
carried  on  the  struggle  against  Marcion  and  Valentin,2  and 
since  the  time  of  Irenaeus  it  had  occupied  a  central  place  in 
men's  thoughts.  The  doctrine  that  the  flesh  of  Christ  was 
actual  human  flesh  had  been  for  long  an  established  one, 3 

1  See  Vol.  III.,  Chap.  VI. 

2  The    Valentinians    themselves    had   already  handled  it  with  supreme  technical 
skill,  though  no  unanimity  was  attained  in  their  own  schools.  With  them  the  whole 
stress    was    laid    on    complicated  distinctions  within  the  person  of  Christ.     On  the 
other  hand,  all  the  elements  of  the  composite  nature  of  Jesus  Christ  were  by  some 
of  the  leaders  of  the  schools  elevated  to  the  heavenly  sphere. 

3  See  Tertull.,  de  carne  Christi. 
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although  platonising  theologians  still  continued  to  find  it  possible 
to  combine  with  it  dogmatic  thoughts  and  a  refined  Valentian- 
ism ;  '  in  fact,  no  single  outstanding  Church  teacher  really  accepted 
the  humanity  in  a  perfectly  unqualified  way.  Further  than  that 
it  was  necessary  to  believe  in  an  actual  "incarnation  of  the 
Logos "  (<7txpy,u7i^  TOJJ  hoyov)  all  else  was  uncertain.  What  in 
the  way  of  intensification  or  modification  the  conception  of  the 
Ttxpi;  was  susceptible  of  in  order  still  to  rank  as  human  flesh, 
was  a  point  which  was  as  uncertain  as  the  question  as  to  the 
relation  between  <rxpt;  and  avQpuTroc,  and  as  the  other  question 
as  to  whether  the  Txp%  must  maintain  itself  as  such  in  union 
with  the  Divine  and  whether  it  could  or  could  not  do  this. 
All  the  Christological  problems  which  had  before  given  rise  to 
controversies  with  the  Gnostics  returned  in  a  more  subtle  form, 
since  it  was  still  possible  to  posit  a  real  rapt;  of  Christ  in  the 
statement  of  the  problem,  and  then  actually  to  do  away  with 
it  again  in  the  course  of  speculation. 

A  Christological  theory  had  undoubtedly  been  propounded 
by  Origen,  according  to  which  the  presence  of  a  human  soul 
also  in  Jesus  is  to  be  expressly  admitted.  Others  before  him 
had  long  ago  demanded  this,  perhaps  partly  because  they  al 
ready  felt  that  everything  turned  on  the  human  personal  life, 
and  that  a  human  body  without  a  soul  involves  a  merely  seeming 
humanity,  though  they  did  not  actually  draw  the  logical  conclu 
sions. 2  But  the  theory  of  Origen  was  not  determined  by  this 
thought  alone.  He  was  also  influenced  by  a  cosmological  postulate. 
He  required  a  middle  term  between  the  Logos  and  matter  to 
bind  them  together,  and  this  was  to  be  found  in  the  human 
soul  of  Christ,  concerning  which  he  taught  that  it  had  not  shared 
in  the  general  antemundane  fall  of  the  spirits. 3  Moreover,  he 
was  certainly  acute  enough  to  perceive  that  the  free  human 
will  also  must  be  located  in  the  personality  of  Christ  and  that 
Holy  Scripture  affirms  that  it  is.  But  his  theory  of  the  human 

1  So,  above  all,  the  Alexandrians. 

2  See  I  Clem,  ad  Cor.  49,  6 :  TO  xlpx  acl/rov  edwxev  vvep  vmuv  'lytroSt;  Xpiyrot; .  . . 
xxt    rijv    a-xpxx    virep    rif?    rxpxot;    fi^uv    xxi    TJJV    4>vXW    v™?    T&v    ^u%«>v  tpuv. 
Iren.  V.  I.   i    :  rS>  tSica  xfyxn  Avrpuo-xpevov  vt^xs  rov  xvptov  xxi  SOVTOI;  ryv  vj/w%^v 
uTflp  TUV  {tperepiav  ^v%uv  xxi  ryv  <r&px.x  T»JV  exvrov  atvri  T&V  fiperepuv  irxpxav. 

3  For  details,  see  Vol.  II.,  p.  369  ff. 
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soul  and  of  the  nature  of  the  union  of  the  divine  and  human 
in  Christ  scarcely  passed  beyond  the  circle  of  his  own  pupils. 1 
It  was  too  closely  connected  with  the  most  peculiar  and  most 
questionable  fundamental  presuppositions  of  the  great  philosopher 
and  was  also  too  difficult  to  win  approval.  Even  in  Alexandria 
in  the  time  of  Alexander  and  Athanasius  it  would  appear  that 
attention  was  no  longer  given  to  Origen's  way  of  putting  the 
doctrine ;  in  those  cases  in  which  his  view  was  retained  its  effect 
at  best  was  merely  still  further  to  increase  the  elasticity  of  all 
the  conceptions  attached  to  the  person  of  Jesus. 

The  general  stagnation  which  marked  theology  in  the  first 
half  of  the  Fourth  Century,  shewed  itself  no  less  in  the  different 
views  of  the  Incarnation  than  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Godhead 
of  Christ.  Most  theologians  contented  themselves  with  the  idea 
of  the  ensarkosis,  and  in  connection  with  this  clung  to  the  most 
naive  doketic  views  as  regard  details. 2  If  this  already  involved 
a  reassertion  of  the  opinions  held  in  the  oldest  theological 
schools  which  Christianity  possessed,  namely,  the  Valentinian, 
others  went  still  further  in  reasserting  these  opinions  and  directly 

1  Hilary  (de  trinit.  X.  22)  will  not  entertain  the  idea  of  a  human  soul.  His 
view  of  the  origin  of  souls  is  certainly,  speaking  generally,  creationist.  "He  has 
taken  the  soul  from  Himself  which,  moreover,  was  never  communicated  by  men 
as  something  emanating  from  those  who  beget. .  . .  The  soul  of  the  body  (of  Christ) 
must  have  been  from  God." 

"  The  detailed  discussions  of  Hilary  amongst  other  things  (de  trinitate)  shew 
the  length  to  which  these  doketic  views  had  gone  and  the  extent  to  which  they 
had  spread.  According  to  him  the  body  of  Christ  was  exalted  above  all  vaQy  and 
always  took  these  upon  itself  voluntarily  only.  The  normal  condition  of  the  body 
of  Christ  was  always  the  condition  of  glorification,  the  appearance  in  ordinary 
material  form  with  the  ordinary  needs  was  on  every  occasion  a  voluntary  act 
(X.  23,  25:  ''in  natura  Christi  corporis  infirmitatem  naturse  corporece  non  fuisse" 
etc.).  Christ  in  Gethsemane  did  not  tremble  and  pray  for  himself,  but  for  his 
disciples  (X.  37,  41)  He  did  not  feel  pain;  His  sufferings  affected  Him  as  an  arrow- 
passes  through  fire  and  air  (X.  23).  His  nature  was  absolutely  incapable  of  suffer 
ing.  Amongst  the  confused  ideas  of  Hilary,  that  of  a  depotentiation  of  the  Logos 
by  an  act  of  self-emptying,  is  also  met  with.  But  the  passages  to  which  the  modern 
supporters  of  the  kenotic  theory  appeal  (de  trin  IX.  14,  XI.  48,  XII.  6)  are  not  in 
place ;  for  when  Hilary  is  dealing  with  the  idea  of  self-humiliation  he  always  takes 
back  in  the  second  statement  what  he  has  asserted  in  the  first,  so  that  the  unchangeable- 
ness  of  God  may  not  suffer.  Hence  the  statement :  "  Christus  in  forma  dei  manens 
formam  servi  accepit."  This  statement  must  be  taken  along  with  the  strongly 
kenotic  statements  of  Hilary. 
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taught  the  doctrine  of  the  heavenly  <r#/>£  of  Christ, '  the  Homousia 
of  this  <T#/J£  with  the  Godhead  of  the  Logos,  and  so  on. "  Others 
adopted  the  theory  of  a  transformation.  According  to  them  the 
<r<xpi;  originated  with  the  Logos  Himself,  who  in  view  of  its 
appearance  or  manifestation,  by  an  act  of  transformation  made 
for  Himself  a  body  capable  of  suffering  and  thus  in  part  re 
nounced  His  own  nature.  We  can  trace  the  influence  here  of 
the  old  monarchian  theologoumena  of  the  uioTnxrup  who  is 
incapable  of  suffering  when  He  wills  and  capable  of  suffering 
when  He  wills. 3  Speculative  Pantheistic  views,  such  as  afterwards 
plainly  reappeared  amongst  the  Monophysites  and  which  had 
formerly  been  propounded  by  the  Gnostics,  may  already  have 
been  in  existence  at  this  time,  ideas  such  as  those  of  the  moment 
of  finitude  in  the  essence  of  God  Himself,  and  of  the  Cosmos 
as  the  natural  body  of  the  Godhead.  In  opposition  to  these 
views  some  taught  the  doctrine  of  a  perfect  incarnation  (bctvQpu- 
7ry<ri<;),  feeling  probably  that  a  mere  ensarkosis  or  appearing  in 
the  flesh  was  not  sufficient.  But  they  were  perfectly  in  the  dark 
in  regard  to  the  question  as  to  whether  the  Godhead  really 
became  a  man  or  adopted  human  nature.  As  no  one  had  yet 
decided  this  question,  so  no  one  knew  whether  the  incarnate 
Logos  had  two  natures  or  one,  though  the  great  majority  clung 
to  the  idea  of  one  nature  without  knowing,  however,  how  to 
conceive  of  it.  No  one  knew  whether  the  Logos  was  blended 
with  humanity  or  merely  joined  with  it,  whether  He  had  trans 
formed  Himself  into  it  or  whether  He  had  put  it  on  as  a  dress 

1  "Corpus  cseleste"  says  Hilary  himself,  1.  c.  X.   18.     The  Pauline  speculations 
regarding    the    second    Adam    and    the    heavenly    man,    had    come    to    have    very 
disastrous  consequences  for  the  theologians  of  the  Fourth  and  Fifth  Centuries  as  they 
had  already  had  for  the  Gnostics  before  them.     By  the  attention  which  was  given 
to  these  speculations  the  problem,  which  was  otherwise  already  a  complicated  one, 
got  into  the  direst  confusion.     It  was,  however,  doketism  in  particular,  both  in  its 
coarse    and    in  its  refined  forms,  which  turned  them  to  account,  and  modem  theo 
logians    have    shown    a    fondness    for    fishing    in    these    muddy  waters  in  order  to 
extract    from    them    their    very    different    fancies  regarding   Christ  as  the  heavenly 
type  of  humanity  and  as  the  ideal-man. 

2  See  Vol.  III.,  p.  299  ff. 

3  That    the   Logos    himself    formed    His  own  body  (from  Mary)  seems  to  have 
been    the  almost  universal  opinion;  see  Hilary  X.   18  (also  22)  "Christ  Himself  is 
the  source  of  His  body." 
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and  dwelt  in  it  as  in  a  temple,  whether  in  becoming  man 
He  had  taken  it  up  into  the  Godhead,  or  in  deifying  it  had 
left  its  peculiar  nature  intact;  or  had  not  deified  it  at  all,  but 
had  merely  associated  it  with  the  Godhead.  Further,  no  one 
knew  in  what  way  the  Gospel  statements  were  to  be  employed 
in  connection  with  the  complicated  nature  of  the  God-man.  Was 
the  flesh,  the  man,  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  was  the  Logos 
born  of  her  together  with  the  flesh.  Who  suffers,  who  hungers, 
who  thirsts,  who  trembles  and  is  afraid,  who  asks  and  is  anxious, 
who  confesses  his  ignorance,  who  describes  the  Father  as  the 
only  Good,  who  dies,  the  man  or  the  God-man?  And  again: 
who  does  miracles,  commands  nature,  forgives  sins,  in  short, 
who  is  the  Redeemer,  God  or  the  God-Man?  There  was  no 
fixed,  generally  accepted  answer.  Further,  no  one  was  able  to 
make  any  definite  statement  regarding  the  permanence  of  the 
humanity  '  of  Christ  and  its  nature  after  the  Resurrection,  and  yet 
the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Incarnation  turned  entirely 
on  this  point.  Finally,  the  question  as  to  whether  the  Logos  did 
or  did  not  undergo  a  change  owing  to  the  Incarnation,  was  one 
on  which  complete  uncertainty  prevailed.  The  questions  regarding 
exaltation,  humiliation,  depotentiation,  assumption  emerged  and 
affected  the  always  half-concealed  fundamental  question,  as  to 
the  relation  of  the  Divine  and  human  generally.  The  theolo 
gians,  however,  groped  uncertainly  about,  and  however  paradox 
ical  many  of  the  doctrines  already  were  of  a  suffering  without 
suffering,  of  a  humiliation  without  humiliation,  still  the  most 
paradoxical  by  no  means  passed  yet  for  the  most  certain.  "  We 
can  easily  see  that  we  are  here  at  the  very  central  point  of 
the  old  Greek  theology;  at  the  time  of  the  Nicene  Creed  this 
was,  however,  no  rock,  but  a  slippery  bit  of  country  shelving 
down  on  all  sides.  The  religious  thought  :  &£0? 


1  See  the  peculiar  doctrine  of  Marcellus  in  Zahn,  Marcell.,  p.  177  f.,  given  dif 
ferently  by  Dorner  and  Baur. 

"  Examples  of  these  disputed  questions  are  supplied  by  all  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers  dealing  with  the  subject,  down  to  the  middle  of  the  Fourth  Century.  A 
specially  characteristic  example  is  to  be  found  in  Philostorg.,  H.  E.,  IX.  14.  Retells 
us  that  in  Constantinople,  in  the  time  of  Valens,  Demophilus,  e.g.,  preached  TO  <TU\JLOI 
rov  vloS  aveocfaciiv  ry  SeoryTt  c<g  TO  ecSyMrxTOv  xe%upyx£vzi.  as  a  drop  of  milk 
disappears  when  it  trickles  into  the  ocean. 
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yfiac, — God  made  flesh  for  us, — stood  firm,  but  the  theology  which 
sought  to  grasp  it  slipped  off  it  at  every  point.  How  could  it 
possibly  be  put  in  intelligible  conceptions  so  long  as  theologians 
concerned  themselves  with  the  "Natures"!  A  human  nature 
made  divine  which  nevertheless  remains  truly  human,  is  a  con- 
tradictio  in  adjecto.  What  those  in  after  times  succeeded  in  doing 
was  accordingly  not  to  give  a  clear  explanation,  but  simply  a 
paraphrase  which  as  formulated  was  by  no  means  perfectly 
suited  to  express  the  thought,  and  whose  value  consisted  in  this, 
that  it  surrounded  the  speculative  theologians  with  a  hedge  and 
prevented  them  from  falling  into  abysses. 

The  Christological  problem,  however,  as  it  was  treated  in  the 
ancient  Church  was  not  only  connected  in  the  closest  way 
with  the  Trinitarian,  and,  further,  had  not  only  the  element  of 
contradiction  in  common  with  it,  but  it  also  in  the  last  resort 
issued  in  the  same  formulae.  If  in  the  case  of  the  latter  the 
singular  of  the  substance  or  nature  and  the  plurality  of  the 
persons  were  the  accepted  terms,  it  was  the  reverse  way  in 
the  case  of  the  other,  where  the  accepted  terms  came  finally  to 
be  the  plurality  of  the  substances  and  the  unity  of  the  persons. 
The  distinction  between  "Nature"  and  "Person"  was  also  the 
subject  of  discussion  in  both  cases.  That  this  distinction,  with 
which  the  West  had  been  long  acquainted  without,  however, 
using  it  as  a  speculative  starting-point,  supplied  the  means  of 
escape  from  the  difficulties  connected  with  both  problems, 
theologians  had  begun  to  perceive  as  early  as  the  middle  of 
the  Fourth  Century,  though  undoubtedly  in  a  slow  and  hesitating 
fashion.  This  was  the  anchor  to  which  they  fastened  themselves, 
although  it  was  not  supplied  by  any  philosophy;  they  had  to 
provide  it  for  themselves.  While,  however,  so  far  as  the  Trini 
tarian  problem  was  concerned,  the  distinction  once  introduced 
quickly  established  itself  in  the  East,  it  was  a  century  before  it 
triumphed  there  as  regards  the  Christological  problem,  and  this 
triumph,  far  from  uniting  the  parties,  permanently  separated  them. 

What  is  the  explanation  of  this  remarkable  phenomenon?  It 
may  be  said  that  neither  in  connection  with  the  Trinitarian 
question  did  the  perfect  unity  of  the  substance  succeed  in 
establishing  itself  (see  pp.  120,  125) ;  but  it  very  nearly  did  so,  and 
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the  controversy  accordingly  ceased.  Why  then  did  the  formula 
of  the  unity  of  the  person  not  in  the  same  way  prove  satisfactory 
in  connection  with  the  Christological  problem? 

This    question    may  already  be  raised  here,  though  it  cannot 
be    settled   till  the  next  chapter.     Attention  must,  however,  be 
directed  to  one  point.    The  antecedents  of  the  "solution"  of  the 
Trinitarian    and  Christological  problem  which  proved  victorious 
in  the  Eastern  Church  and  consequently  in  the  Catholic  Church 
generally,    are    to    be    found    only    partly    in    the  East;  it  was 
naturalised  in  the  West.   The  Tertullian  who  in  the  work  "  adv. 
Prax. "    created    the    formula    of  the  "una  substantia "  and  the 
"tres   personae",    in  the  same  work  constructed  the  formulae  of 
the  "  utraque  substantia  (duplex  status  non  confusus — this  is  the 
ourvyxproas — sed   conjunctus)    in  una  persona"  (the  substance  of 
two    kinds    in   one    person,    the  twofold  state  not  confused  but 
joined  together  in  one  person);  "duae  substantial  in  Christo Jesu, 
divina  et  humana"    (two  substances  in  Christ  Jesus,  divine  and 
human) ;    "  salva    est    utriusque  proprietas  substantial  in  Christo 
Jesu "    (the    property    of    each    substance  in  Christ  Jesus  is  not 
interfered  with). l     He  thus  laid  the  foundation  for  the  formally 
similar  treatment  of  both  problems,  and  created  the  terminology 
which   was  accepted  by  the  East  after  more  than  two  hundred 
years.    Had   he  the  same  interest  in  the  Christological  problem 
as    the    later    Eastern  theologians  had?     Was  the  deification  of 
humanity  a  matter  of  importance  to  him?     By  no  means.    And 
what  philosophy  did  he  make  use  of?     Well,  no  philosophy  at 
all;    on  the  contrary,  he  used  the  method  of  legal  fictions.     By 
the    aid  of  the  distinction  current  among  jurists  between  "  sub 
stance  "    and    "person"    he    with    great    facility    explained  and 
securely  established  as  against  the  Monarchians  both  the  ancient 
ecclesiastical    and,   par    excellence,    Western  formula,    "  Christus 
deus  et  homo",    and  also  the  formula,  "pater,  filius  et  spiritus 
sanctus — unus    deus."   Substance — for  Tertullian  never  uses  the 
word    "  nature  " — is  in  the  language  of  the  jurists  not  anything 
personal,  but  rather  corresponds  to  "property"  in  the  sense  of 
possession,  or  to  the  essence  as  distinguished  from  the  manifesta 
tion    or    "status";    the    person    again    is  not  in  itself  anything 

1    See  Vol.  II.,  p.  280  ff.  and  above,  p.   121. 
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substantial,  but  the  subject  or  individual  as  capable  of  entering 
into  legal  relations  and  possessing  property,  who  can  quite  well 
possess  different  substances,  just  as  on  the  other  hand  it  is 
possible  for  one  substance  to  be  in  the  possession  of  several 
persons.  Tertullian  introduced  these  legal  terms  into  theology. 
That  this  is  what  they  were  in  his  use  of  them,  and  not 
philosophical  terms,  is  shewn  by  the  words  themselves,  shewn 
too  by  the  application  made  of  them  and  by  the  utter  disregard  of 
the  difficulty  which  their  application  must  necessarily  create  for 
every  philosophical  thinker.  And  it  was  these  legal  fictions 
which  the  East  had  to  accept  as  philosophy,  i.e.,  theology,  or 
change  into  philosophy!  This  became  the  basis  of  the  "philo 
sophy  of  revelation. "  (!)  This  was  more  than  the  boldest  Neo- 
Platonic  philosophy  in  its  strangest  intellectual  phantasies  had 
ever  asked.  No  wonder  that  difficulties  were  made  about  accepting 
it,  especially  when,  besides,  it  did  not  cover  what  was  still  the 
preponderating  interest  of  the  Faith,  the  interest  in  the  deifica 
tion  of  humanity.  People  always  shrank  from  positing  an  ov<r!a 
xvuTrovToiTOi;,  a  substance  without  an  hypostasis,  because  when 
used  in  reference  to  a  living  being  it  was  simply  absurd,  and 
because  the  unity  of  the  person  of  Christ,  "salva  utriusque 
substantial  proprietate",  gave  no  security  for  the  unity  of  the 
Godhead  and  humanity.  The  jurist  Tertullian,  however,  could 
manage  quite  well  with  "person"  and  substance",  as  if  the 
distinction  between  them  were  self-evident,  because  he  did  not 
here  develop  the  logical  results  of  the  doctrine  of  redemption, 
but  gave  expression  '  to  a  matter  of  fact  which  was  ostensibly 

1  The  Westerns  did  the  same  after  him;  amid  all  the  odd  ideas  that  some  of 
them  produced  they  always  clung  to  the  humana  et  divina  substantia,  to  the  nlius 
del  et  nlius  hominis,  and  this  distinction  which  had  been  supplied  by  the  Creed, 
together  with  the  unity  of  the  person,  became  for  them  the  rudder  when  it  came 
to  be  a  question  of  sailing  through  the  stormy  waves  which  had  arisen  in  the 
East.  See  already  Novatian,  then  Hilary,  Ambrose,  Augustin,  Leo  I.  and  also  the  less 
important  theologians.  It  is  extremely  characteristic  that  Vincentius  (Comm.  17,  18) 
still  uses  not  the  designation  two  natures,  but  two  substances,  and  as  against  Apol- 
linaris  he  finds  the  thesis  perfectly  sufficient  "that  Christ  had  two  substances,  the 
one  divine,  the  other  human,  the  one  from  the  Father,  the  other  from  His  Mother." 
Hilary  very  frequently  employs  the  expressions  "utraque  natura",  '^'persona"; 
also  writes  de  trin.  IX.  14:  "utriusque  naturse  persona."  In  the  "Statuta  ecclesise 
antiqua"  (Mansi  III.,  p.  950)  we  have:  "qui  episcopus  ordinandus  est,  antea exami- 
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contained  in  the  Creed,  and  because  he  did  not,  properly 
speaking,  indulge  in  philosophical  speculation,  but  applied  the 
artificial  language  of  the  jurists.  If  we  accordingly  perceive  that 
many  centuries  afterwards,  the  philosophical-realistic  method  of 
handling  the  main  problem  was  in  Western  scholasticism  completely 
displaced  by  a  formal-logical  or  legal  method  of  treatment,  there 
is  nothing  surprising  in  this;  for  the  foundation  of  such  a  method 
of  handling  the  problem  was  in  fact  laid  by  Tertullian. 

Irenseus  had  already  clearly  discerned  and  plainly  expressed 
the  thought  of  the  most  perfect  union.  The  great  Western  theo 
logians  about  the  year  200  were  further  advanced  in  respect 
of  Christology  in  consequence  of  the  struggle  with  Gnosticism 
and  Patripassianism,  than  the  East  was  a  hundred  years  later.1 
But  what  they  had  secured  in  the  heat  of  battle  did  not  possess 
even  in  the  West  itself  any  general  validity ;  while  in  the  East 
the  greatest  uncertainty  reigned,  having  been  brought  in  by  the 
"scientific"  Christology  of  Origen.2  It  delayed  or  threw  back 
the  development,  which  had  certainly  begun  in  a  strictly  scientific 
form.  Thus  at  the  beginning  of  the  Fourth  Century  the  East  had 
once  more  to  take  up  the  question  entirely  anew.  If  we  are  to 
estimate  correctly  what  was  finally  accomplished,  it  must  not 
be  measured  by  the  Gospel,  but  by  the  dead  state  of  things 
which  had  prevailed  a  hundred  years  before. 


The  assertion  of  Arius  and  his  pupils  that  the  Logos  took 
only  a  human  body  gave  the  impulse  to  renewed  consideration 
of  the  problem.  Like  Paul  of  Samosata  the  Lucianists  would 
have  nothing  to  do  with  two  natures,  but  they  taught  the  doc 
trine  of  one  half-divine  nature  which  was  characterised  by 

netur...  si  incarnationem  divinam  non  in  patre  neque  in  spiritu  s.  factam,  sed  in 
filio  tantum  credat,  ut  qui  erat  in  divinitate  dei  patris  nlius,  ipse  fieret  in  homine 
hominis  matris  nlius,  deus  verus  ex  patre,  homo  verus  ex  matre,  carnem  ex  matris 
visceribus  habens  et  animam  humanam  rationalem,  simul  in  eo  ambse  naturae,  i.e., 
deus  et  homo,  una  persona,  unus  nlius,  unus  Christus."  For  details  see  below, 
i  See  Vol.  II.,  p.  275  ff. 

!  Nevertheless  he  strongly  emphasised  the  thought  of  the  deification  of  the 
human  nature.  On  the  other  hand  it  is  possible  to  attribute  to  him  a  doctrine  of 
two  natures. 
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human  feelings,  limited  knowledge  and  suffering.  '  Like  Paul 
of  Samosata  they  also  found  fault  with  the  orthodox  on  the 
ground  that  their  Christology  led  to  the  assumption  of  two 
Sons  of  God  or  two  natures;  for  these  were  still  regarded  as 
identical.  The  reply  made  by  the  orthodox  at  first  to  this 
charge  lacked  theological  precision.  Just  because  Athanasius 
was  as  much  convinced  of  the  necessity  of  the  Incarnation  (evuv- 
Qp&TTwtc)  as  of  the  unity  of  the  personality  of  Christ  as  Redeemer, 
he  did  not  put  the  doctrine  in  fixed  formulae.  On  the  one  hand, 
as  against  Arius,  he  made  a  sharp  distinction  between  what  the 
God  and  what  the  man  in  Christ  had  done,  in  order  to  keep  the 
Logos  Omoousios  free  of  everything  human  ;  on  the  other  hand, 
however,  he  wished  the  divine  and  human  to  be  thought  of  as 
a  perfect  unity;  for  it  is  to  a  strictly  uniform  being  that  we 
owe  our  salvation,  the  Word  made  flesh,  the  hoyoq 


1  Most  instructive  in  this  connection  is  the  otherwise  interesting  Creed  of  Eudox- 
ius    of   Constantinople    (Caspari,    Quellen    IV.,  p.   176  ff.)  :  7furTevoiJ.ev  sis  evx,  TOV 
jj.6vov  xhyQivov,  ®eov  xxi  TfXTepx,  ryv  novyv  Q,v<rtv  xyevvyTov  xxi  xirxTOpx,  on  pySevx 
trefieiv  TreQvxev  us  e7rxvx(3e(3yxv7x'  xxi  sit;  evx  xvpiov,  TOV  viov,  ev<re(3ij  ex  TOV  o-sfieiv 

TOV    TTXTSpX,    XXI    pOVOyevvl    /J.SV,    XpClTTOVX    VXffVIS    TVjS    (JLtT      Xl/TOV  KTIffetDC;,    KpcaTOTOXOV 

Se,  on  TO  e%xip£Tov  xxi  7rpuTierTdv  eiTTi  TUV  xTio-ftxTuv,  a-xpxcaSevTX,  ovx  evxvipw- 
irjtrxvTX,  O\JTS  yxf  ^^X^  xvQpuirivyv  xveiAytyev,  xhh'x  a-xp^  yeyovsv^  7vx  Six  a-xpxoi; 
ToH$  xvQpdiTToii;  uc  Six  trxpxTreTxa-pxToi;  ®ebt;  vn^uv  xpyiJ-XTlffy  ov  Svo  QVO-SK;,  eirei 
(j.y  reAe/o?  vjv  xvSpciiTrot;,  «AA'  XVTI  ^VX^S  ®eot;  Iv  trxpxr  fj.lx  TO  &'Aov  XXTX  trvvietriv 
<pv<ri<;-  TrxStiTbi;  5/'  olxovopixv  oi/Ve  y«p  ^f  %??  if  trupxTOi;  irxQdvTOS  TOV  xoa-fj-ov  a-tu^eiv 
eSuvxTO'  '  A7roxpivg<T6w<Txy  ovv,  7rio$  6  irxQyTbs  xxi  QvtjTOs  fSi  xpstTTovi  TOVTWV  ®eHa, 
vxBovQ  TS  xxi  ttxvxTov  eTTsxtivx,  SvvxTxi  tJvxi  o^oovinoi;.  In  the  same  way  Eunomius, 
see  Epiph.  H.  69.  19,  Ancor.  33. 

2  Curiously    enough    Athanasius    throughout  merely  touched  on  the  Christology 
of  Arius.  He  afterwards  stated  his  views  in  greater  detail  in  opposition  to  Apolli- 
naris,  see  Atzberger,  Logoslehre  d.  h.  Athan.,  p.   171  ff.    In  the  "Orations  against 
the  Arians"  the  distinction  between  the  divinity  and  humanity  of  Christ  is  brought 
prominently    forward.    The   unity  is  next  secured  again  by  means  of  the  deceptive 
formula    that    the    flesh    of  the  Logos  was  just  his  own  flesh,  his  humanity  (Orat. 
III.    32  :    "oSev    TVJS  irxpxoG  Trx<r%ova"q(;  ovx  yv  SXTOI;  TXVT^I;  6  A^yo?-  Six  TOVTO  yxp 
XVTOV    AeysTxi    TO    TrxQos)  '•,    see  also  the  particularly  characteristic  word  iSioTroi'tjo-u; 
used  for  the  assumption  of  the  flesh.  In  the  case  of  Athanasius  it  may  already  be 
very  clearly  seen  that  it  was  not  religious  feeling,  but  solely  the  biblical  tradition 
regarding  Christ  (His  weakness  and  His  capacity  for  being  affected  in  a  human  way,) 
which  led  him  in  the  direction  of  the  doctrine  of  the  two  natures.     That  tradition 
was    a    serious    stumbling-block.    But    Athanasius    used    neither    the  formula  "iJt/o 
4>«/«<$"  nor  the  other  "  pix  <j>v<ri<;".  (See  also  Reuter,  Ztschr.  f.  K.-Gesch.  VI.,  p.  184  f.) 
He  speaks  of  divinity  and  humanity  or  of  ®s  o;  A^yo?  and  <rxp%.   So  far  as  I  know 
the  formula  pix  Qva-is  was  brought  into  use  by  Apollinaris,  while,  so  far  as  I  know, 
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The  prolix  amplifications  of  Hilary  l  were  still  more  uncertain, 
so  much  so  that  there  was  some  justification  for  the  charge 
brought  against  orthodoxy  by  its  opponents,  that  it  led  to 
a  division  of  the  Son  of  God  from  the  Son  of  Man.  But 
Athanasius  had  not  reflected  on  this ;  in  this  connection  too 
he  had  stated  the  mystery  simply  and  forcibly,  frequently 
in  the  words  of  Irenaeus.  The  Logos  not  only  had  a  man,  did 
not  only  dwell  in  a  man,  but  was  man.  He  united  what  was 
ours  with  Himself  in  order  to  give  us  what  was  His.  The 
Logos  is  not,  however,  thereby  lowered,  but  on  the  contrary,  the 
human  is  raised  higher.2  The  question  as  to  the  extent  of 
what  was  comprised  in  the  human  nature  was  one  which 
Athanasius  did  not  think  out.  He  preferred  to  speak  of  a 
natural  union,  an  svueti;  QiHrixy,  in  Christ,  but  in  this  connection 
he  uniformly  disregarded  the  human  personality.  The  free  will 
was  the  category  used,  roughly  speaking,  at  that  period  to 
express  what  is  called  in  modern  times  "human  personality". 
But  Athanasius  had  not  yet  thought  of  this  term  in  connection 
with  Christ,  because  he  had  not  learned  anything  from  Origen. 
In  all  probability  he  found  in  fact  no  problem  here,  but,  like 
Irenaeus,  a  comforting  mystery  which  could  not  be  other  than 

we  first  meet  with  the  other,  the  $vo  (J>i/a-e<£,  in  Origen,  and  next  in  the  mouths  of 
the  Arians  who  reproached  the  orthodox  with  their  use  of  it — with  the  exception 
of  a  doubtful  fragment  of  Melito,  where,  moreover,  we  have  Svo  ova-lai.  The  Cap- 
padocians  were  the  first  to  make  use  of  the  expression  again  in  attacking  Apollinaris, 
inasmuch  as  they  made  a  sharp  distinction  between  "two  natures"  and  "two 
Sons".  Owing  to  its  use  by  the  Cappadocians  the  formula  of  "two  natures"  had 
almost  already  become  orthodox  and  had  been  regularly  introduced  into  ecclesias 
tical  language,  or,  to  put  it  otherwise,  the  tradition  which  had  come  down  from 
Origen  and  the  presence  of  which  is  scarcely  anywhere  noticeable  in  Athanasius 
himself,  penetrated  into  the  Church  in  connection  with  this  matter  also  by  means 
of  the  Cappadocians.  Cyril  himself  accordingly  employed  the  expression.  Thus  the 
problem  raised  by  Reuter,  op.  cit.  185  f.,  as  to  how  it  comes  about  that  Cyril 
employs  an  Origenistic  formula,  which  nevertheless  is  not  to  be  found  in  Athana 
sius,  is  solved.  We  have  to  remember  that  there  was  a  revival  of  Origenism  in 
consequence  of  the  theological  work  of  the  Cappadocians.  For  the  rest  "  Svo 
3>ua-ei<; "  as  distinguished  from  "  duo  substantise  "  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  realistic 
speculative  formula. 

1  See  especially  lib.  X.  de  trinit.,  Dorner  I.,  pp.  1037 — 1071. 

2  See  the  collection  of  passages  referring  to  the  matter  in  Dorner  I.,  pp.  948 — 
955.  The  Arian  doctrine  of  the  a-upce  x^v^ov  of  Christ  had  already  been  combated 
by  Eustathius,  see  Dorner,  op.  cit.  966 — 969. 
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it  was.  He  did  not  see  that  the  mind  must  necessarily  go 
astray  on  this  matter  either  in  the  direction  of  the  Gnostic 
doctrine  of  two  natures  or  in  that  of  the  doctrine  of  unity,  in 
the  sense  in  which  it  was  held  by  Valentinian,  the  doctrine  of  a 
heavenly  humanity,  or  in  the  sense  in  which  it  was  held  by 
Arius.  He  believed  that  the  doctrine  of  one  composite  being 
would  serve  his  purpose  which  in  any  given  case  allowed  of 
the  distinction  being  made  between  what  belonged  to  the 
•divinity  and  what  belonged  to  the  humanity  respectively. 
Neither  did  the  great  theologian  who  attached  himself  to 
Athanasius — namely,  Marcellus — perceive  yet  the  full  difficulty  of 
the  problem.  His  energetic  and  practical  theology  could,  how 
ever,  only  bring  him  nearer  to  the  doctrine  of  a  complete 
unity.  The  Logos  is  the  Ego  of  the  Personality  of  Christ; 
the  nature  which  serves  as  an  organ  for  the  incarnate  Logos 

fJ  O 

and  gives  outward  expression  to  his  self-manifestation,  is  im 
personal.  The  Logos  is  the  ivspysia  Spas-nxy,  the  divine  energy ; 
the  body  is  the  matter  which  is  moved  by  it,  which  is  trans 
formed  into  a  perfect  instrument  for  the  Logos.  Marcellus  was 
still  further  than  Athanasius  from  assuming  the  existence  of 
two  separate,  independent  natures.  He  does  indeed  incident 
ally  attack  the  Arian  idea  of  the  unity  and  he  also  employs 
the  expression  <rvv»tyei»,  connection,  for  the  union  of  the  Logos 
with  humanity,  but  at  bottom  he  sees  at  every  point  in  the 
incarnate  God-Logos  a  perfect  unity. '  He  thus  thought  about 
the  matter  as  the  great  Christologist  did  after  him,  who  first 
felt  the  difficulty  of  the  problem  and  created  a  formula  which 
did  not  harm  Greek  religious  feeling,  but  rather  gave  it  a  secure 
basis,  and  which  in  doing  this  nevertheless  left  unnoticed  an 
element  of  tradition  which  was  indeed  concealed,  but  was  not 
to  be  rooted  out. 

Apollinaris   of  Laodicea  '•    whose  divine  teachers  were  Pytha 
goras,    Plato,    and  Aristotle,  who  had  learned  from  Athanasius, 

1  See  Dorner  I.,  p.  871   ff. ;  Zahn,  Marcell.,  pp.   155 — 165. 

2  Draseke,    Zeitfolge    d.    dogmat.    Schriften    des    A.  v.  Laod.  (Jahrb.  f.  protest. 
Theol.,  1887,  Part  4).  The  same  author,  Apoll.  v.  Laodicea,  nebst  einem  Anhange, 
Apollinarii    Laod.    quse    supersunt    dogmatica    (Texte  u.  Unters.   z.  Altchristl.  Litt. 
Gesch.  VII,  3,  4)  in  addition  Jiilicher  in  the  Gott.  Gel.  Anz.,  1893,  No.  2. 
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whose  theological  method  was  the  Aristotelian  one,  and  who 
because  of  this  had  been  strongly  influenced  by  the  Arian 
theology,  the  zealous  and  acute  opponent  of  Origen  and  Por 
phyry,  the  sober-minded  exegete  who  preserved  the  most  bril 
liant  traditions  of  the  school  of  Antioch  and  had  a  reverence  for 
the  letter  of  Scripture,  made  it  the  task  of  his  life  to  combat 
the  Origenistic  and  Arian  theologies, — their  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  and  their  Christology.  Nemesius  and  Philostorgius  have 
termed  him  the  most  important  theologian  of  his  age, '  and 
that  in  fact  he  was.  The  most  striking  proof  of  his  impor 
tance  is  supplied  by  the  fact  that  many  of  his  works  create 
the  impression  of  having  been  written  in  later  centuries,  so 
energetically  has  he  thought  out  the  Christological  problem 
and  overtaken  the  coming  generations.  His  syllogistic-dialectic 
and  his  exegetic  method  is  akin  to  that  of  the  later  Antiochi- 
ans,  and  consequently  the  Fourth  Century  possessed  in  Mar- 
cellus,  Eunomius,  Apollinaris  and  the  Antiochians  a  series  of 
theologians,  who,  although  not  unacquainted  with  Plotinus  and 
Origen,  did  not  all  the  same  adhere  to  the  Origenistic,  Neo-Platonic 
speculative  views,  theologians  who  were  united  by  their  employ 
ment  of  the  same  philosophico-theological  method,  but  who 
nevertheless  arrived  at  wholly  different  results.2 

1  According    to    Suidas,    referring   back    to    Philostorgius,  Athanasius  seemed  a 
child  alongside  of  Apollinaris,  Basil,  and  Gregory  of  Nazianzus. 

2  The  fullest  account  of  the  Apollinarian  Christology  (after  Walch)  is  that  given 
by    Dorner    I.,   p.    985  ff.  (but  cf.  now  Draseke).      Since  that  account  was  written, 
however,    thanks    to    the  labours  of  Caspari  (Alte  und  neue  Quellen  z.  Gesch.  des 
Taufsymbols,    1879)    an<^    Draseke,    a    new    and   rich  supply  of  material  has  been 
brought    forward.    These    scholars    have  shewn  that  the  Apollinarians  have  foisted 
(from  about  400)  writings  by  their  master  on  recognised  authorities,  such  as  Gregor. 
Thaum.,    Athanasius,    Felix    of   Rome,   Julius    of  Rome,  in  order  to  accredit  their 
theology.  We  still  possess  the  greater  part  of  these  writings;  see  Caspari,  Quellen^ 
IV.,  p.  65  ff.  (on  the  xxrae  pepo$    TT/O-TIC:)  ;  Draseke  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  K.  Gesch.  Vol. 
VI.,  VII.,  VIII.,  IX.;  Jahrb.  f.  protest.  Theol.,  IX.,  X.,  XIII.;  Ztschr  f.  wiss.  Theol., 
XXVI.,    XXIX.,  XXX.,  collected  together  in  the  Monograph  (Texte  u.  Unters.  VII. 
3,    4    by    Loofs,    Leontius    von    Byzanz,    p.    92    ff.).     The    sources   for  Apollinaris 
previously    known,   i.e.,  the  places  where  fragments  are  found,  are  besides  Epiph., 
H.  77,  Socrat,  Sozom.,  the  works  of  Athanasius  (the  genuineness  of  the  work  adv. 
Apoll.    is    disputed),    of   the    Cappadocians,    of    Theodore    and  Theodoret. ;  see  in 
addition  the  resolutions  of  Councils  from  362  onwards,  Mai,  Script.  Vet.  nova  Coll. 
T.    VII.    Spicil.    X.    2    and    catenas.    Epiphanius    treated  Apollinaris  in  a  friendly 
fashion,    Athanasius  corresponded  with  him,  the  Cappadocians  at  first  revered  him 
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Apollinaris  in  combating  Arius  and  his  changeable  Christ, 
Xpia-TOt;  TpsTTTd?,  started  by  allowing  that  the  assumption  that  in 
Christ  the  God-Logos  who  was  equal  in  substance  with  God  united 
Himself  with  a  physically  perfect  man,  necessarily  led  to  the  idea 
of  two  Sons  of  God,  one  natural  and  one  adopted. '  A  perfect  God 
and  a  perfect  man  can  never  make  a  uniform  being, a  and  in  this 
he  was  in  agreement  with  Paul  of  Samosata,  Marcellus  and  the 
Arians.  They  constitute  on  the  contrary  a  hybrid  form,  i.e.,  a 
fabulous  Minotaur,  a  cross  breed,  etc.  But  if  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  a  union  between  a  perfect  God  and  a  perfect  man, 
then,  if  these  premises  are  valid,  the  idea  of  the  incarnation  of 
God  which  is  the  whole  point  in  question,  disappears.  And 
further  the  unchangeableness  and  sinlessness  of  Christ  disappears 
also,  for  changeableness  and  sin  belong  to  the  nature  of  the 
perfect  man.  We  are,  therefore,  not  to  see  in  the  Redeemer  a 
perfect  man,  we  are  on  the  contrary  to  assume  and  believe 
that  the  Logos  assumed  human  nature,  namely,  the  animated 
trap!;,  but  that  He  Himself  became  the  principle  of  self-conscious 
ness  and  self-determination  (Trvsuftct)  in  this  <r#/>£.  Freedom  too 
is  an  attribute  of  the  perfect  man,  but — this  as  against  Origen — 
Christ  cannot  possibly  have  possessed  this  freedom;  for  the 
Godhead  in  Him  would  have  destroyed  it.  God,  however, 
destroys  nothing  He  has  created.3 

Apollinaris  sought  to  prove  his  doctrine  out  of  the  central 
convictions  of  Greek  piety,  and  at  the  same  time  to  establish 

and  always  held  him  in  high  respect,  while  the  Arian  theologians  extolled  him  as 
their  ablest  opponent.  Cf.  on  this  Vincent.,  Common.  15 — 20. 

1  Gregor.  Aotir.  42.  According  to  Apollinaris  two  knowing  and  willing  beings 
could  not  possibly  be  united  in  one  being.  Here  we  can  see  the  Antiochian  tradi 
tion  which  had  come  from  Paul  of  Samosata :  Svo  reAeiz  tv  yeve<r&xi  ou  SVVZTOCI. 
(So  Apollinaris  according  to  what  purports  to  be  the  work  of  Athanasius  against 
him,  I.  2  Migne,  Vol.  26,  p.  1096.) 

'  E;  xvSpuvia  TfAe/w  <rvvj<p6ii  ®ed$  TfAs/c?,  Suo  »v  ti<rxv,  fJf  (ttv  Qvo-fi  v/6;  ®sov, 
fit  $t  6er6$  (Draseke,  Texte  u.  L'nters.  VII.  3,  4,  p.  388). 

3  There  are  three  theses  which  Apollinaris  everywhere  attacks,  and  from  these 
we  can  easily  understand  what  his  own  theology  is.  He  wishes  to  disown  (l)  the 
view  that  there  are  two  Sons,  (2)  the  idea  that  Christ  was  an  aevipuTrof  'evQeos,  the 
view  he  attributed  to  Marcellus,  since  heathens  and  Jews  could  also  believe  in  a 
Christ  of  this  kind,  (3)  the  view  that  Christ  was  a  free  and  therefore  a  changeable 
being.  He  accordingly  directs  his  attacks  (i)  against  the  Gnostic  division  of  Christ 
and  Jesus,  (2)  against  Paul,  Marcellus,  and  Photinus,  (3)  against  Origen  and  Arius. 
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it  by  Biblical  and  speculative  arguments.  In  a  lying  age  he 
stated  it  with  the  most  refreshing  candour.  Everything  that 
Christ  had  done  for  us  God  must  have  done,  otherwise  it  has 
no  saving  power:  "The  death  of  a  man  does  not  abolish  death  " 
— avdpuTTou  QjtvatToe  ou  x.»r»pysi  TOV  d&vatrov.  l  Everything  that  He 
did  must  be  perfect  else  it  avails  us  nothing.  There  is  here 
thus  absolutely  no  room  for  a  human  ego.  This  would  do  away 
with  the  redemption.  If  it  had  been  present  in  Him,  then  Paul 
of  Samosata  would  be  right,  and  Christ  would  be  merely  an 
inspired  man,  avQpuTros  svQsos;  but  such  a  being  cannot  give  us 
any  help;  for  if  he  had  not  essentially  united  humanity  with 
Himself  how  could  we  expect  to  be  filled  with  the  divine 
nature?  Further,  if  he  had  been  a  man  he  would  have  been 
subject  to  weaknesses,  but  we  require  an  unchangeable  spirit 
who  raises  us  above  weaknesses.2  Therefore  He  must  have 
assumed  our  nature  in  such  a  way  that  He  made  it  the  perfect 
organ  of  His  Godhead  and  Himself  became  its  vout; — the  human 
nature  of  Christ  "is  not  moved  separately" — ov  •/.rjsiroc.i  }$ia%dv- 
rag.  But  this  is  also  the  doctrine  of  Scripture.  It  says  that  the 
Logos  became  flesh,  and  by  this  is  denoted  the  animated  body, 
not  the  vcuc.  It  does  not  say  "  He  assumed  a  man  ",  but  that  "  He 
was  found  as  a  man" — u<;  oivdpuiroe.  It  teaches  that  He  appeared 
in  the  likeness  of  sinful  flesh — h  ofAOiufAatTt  <rapKO$  aftapTiat?,  and 
was  in  the  likeness  or  according  to  the  likeness  of  men — sv 
ofAGi&ftiXTi  dcvQpuTruv  or  zzQ"  G[j,oiu7iv.  It  shews  finally  that  there 
was  in  Him  the  most  perfect  unity  of  the  human  and  the  divine, 
so  that  it  says  of  the  humanity  what  holds  good  of  the  divinity 
and  vice  versa ;  God  was  born  and  died,  and  so  on.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  the  Godhead  is  not  to  be  thought  of  as  capable  of 
suffering.  Owing  to  the  intimate  union  with  the  trap!;  which  was 

1  Autir.  51. 

2  Athan.  adv.  Apoll.  I.  2:  OTTOV  rsteiot;  'avipUTTOf,  eael  x/txprfx.     It  is  just  from 
the    voG$  that  sin  springs.  In  addition  Antir.  40,  51  :  'H  <rxp£  eSfHro  StTfiirrov  vov, 
py    vTTOTTiTTTOvTOt;    xvTy    Six    \TriaTv\\j.ovvvv\c,    x<r$evfixv,    ctKKot,    ffvvecpnt%ovrot    xlryv 
xfiixyTiai;    txvrfa  .  .  .  Ou  SVVXTXI  <ru£fiv  rbv  noir(J.ov  6  xvUpuKOi;  fj.lv  uv  xxt   ry   xoivy 
ruv  xvQpuTrcav  QQopa  tiTroxei(j.evoc;.  We  must  accordingly  seriously  accept  the  thought 
that    in    Christ    the    Godhead  was  not  a  force,  but  TO  vvetulfuvn.     Antir.  39 :  Ow 
iru^fTxt    TO    xvQpuTrtvov  ysvoi;  J<'  xvxAytyeciii;  vov  xxt  'oAov  &vQpeairov,  xKtit  Six  irpotr- 
Atjvf/ew?  trxpno/;.  Apollinaris  was  conscious  that  he  was  the  first  to  perceive  what  the 
incarnation  of  God  meant. 
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wholly  and  entirely  its  <r<xp%,  it  shared  in  a  complete  fashion  in 
the  suffering,  and  the  efficacy  of  redemption  consists  only  in 
the  fact  that  it  did  so  share  in  it.  And  conversely  the  <rxp!-  is 
entirely  taken  up  into  the  nature  of  the  Logos.  "  The  flesh 
therefore  is  divine,  because  it  is  united  with  God,  and  it  indeed 
saves" — Qsixy  ap&  <?&?%,  on  &sa  trvvytpQy  KXI  aury  [J*\v  vu^si.1 
Starting  from  this  Apollinaris  attempted  to  give  his  doctrine  a 
speculative  basis.  This  also  rests  on  Scripture  passages,  but  at 
the  same  time  it  refers  back  to  a  peculiar  metaphysic.  The 
attempt  indeed  to  reach  it  was  made  long  before  his  day,  and 
it  is  uncertain  how  far  he  himself  followed  it  out,  since  those 
who  tell  us  about  it  had  here  an  occasion  for  special  pleading. 
Apollinaris  starts  from  the  Scriptural  statement  that  Christ  is 
the  heavenly  man,  the  second  spiritual,  heavenly  Adam.  (See 
also  John  III.  13.)  Close  upon  this  idea  he,  like  Marcellus,  puts 
in  the  more  general  idea  of  Aristotle  that  the  divine  is  always 
related  to  the  human  as  the  moving  to  the  moved.  *  As  such 

1  Apollinaris  assumes  the  existence  in  Christ  of  what  is  indeed  a  composite 
nature,  but  which  is  nevertheless  a  nature  possessing  oneness.  The  ftix  fyva-u;  TOV 
Aoyov  ffe<Txpxu/4Evy  is  his  formula  (see  the  letter  to  the  Emperor  Jovian  in  Hahn, 
Symbole  2,  §  120:  o/toAo'yov/tfv .  .  .  oil  Svo  tyva-eis  TOV  evx  v/ov,  piacv  ;rpoo-xt/v>jTtjv 
xxi  IAI'XV  xTrpoffxvvyTov,  #AAa:  fiixv  tyvriv  TOV  ®eov  Aoyot/  trea-xpxupevyv  xxi  vpoa-- 
xwovpsvyv  fj.fr x  TVJC,  <rxpxos  XVTOV  (J.iZ  Trpoirxvvyjyei.)  He,  besides,  expressly  teaches 
that  the  ffxpxtuQsi$  oUx  e/rnv  erepot;  Trxpx  TOV  OKTU\J.IX,TOV^  he  demands  a  perfect 
avTintd/fTOfi(  TUV  ovo/AXTUv  and  he  here  reasons  again  mainly  from  the  standpoint 
of  Greek  religious  feeling :  "AAAtjs  xxi  «AA>js  0110-1x5  (J.ixv  elvxi  xxi  Tyv  xuTyv  vpoa-- 
xvvvitriv  x6e/t(TOv,  TOVTSO-TIV  TTOI^TOV  xxt  TroiyitUTOt;,  ®eou  xxi  xvQpwTrou.  Mix  Se  ft 
Trpoa-xvvyo-ii;  TOV  XpitrTOv,  xaci  XXTX  TOVTO  ev  Tea  evi  ovopxTi  voelTXi  Oebt;  xxt  xvQpeaTros. 
Ovx  xpx  aAA^  xxi  «AA»f  ovtrix  ®eo<;  xxi  xv^puTfoy  «AA«  (J.lx  XXTX  trvvQetriv  ®eov 
•rrpot;  0-u/tx  xvdpuTTivov,  or:  xSvvxTov  TOV  XVTOV  xxi  TrpotrxwyTOv  exvTov  eiSevxi  xxi  /4y. 

'A$VVXTOV    XfX    TOV    XVTOV    Hvxi    ®SOV    T£    XXI    XV&pUTTOV    1%    oAOXAJpOV,    AAA'    SV  pOVOTyTl 

rvyxpxTov  <pv/reui;  Qe'ixvjt;  erfa-xpxu^ev^^  see  still  other  passages  in  Dorner  I.,  p.  999  ff. 
The  flesh  must  therefore  be  adored  also ;  for  it  constitutes  an  inseparable  part  of  the  one 
substance :  $  irxp£  TOV  xvpiov  TrpoerxweHTXi  xxib  %v  ea-Tt  7fp6a-i»7rov  xxi  ev  %uov  ^ter'  XVTOV. 
-  Mai  VII.,  p.  70  (the  letter  of  the  Apollinarian  Julian)  :  'Ex  XIV^TOV  xxi  XXIVJTOV, 
svepyyTixov  TS  xxi  TTX^TIXOV,  TOV  XpitrTOv  eJvxi  pixv  oii/rixv  xxi  tyvo-iv  trvvSsTOV,  evi 
T£  xxi  IJ.QVUI  xivovpsvyv  6t A^/Z«T<-  xxi  /J,ix  fvfpyeix  TX  T£  SxvpXTX  KfirotviKevxi  xxt 
TX  vrxfy,  i^ovot;  xxi  TrpcaTOt;  6  KXTYip  ypuv  'A7roAA/v«/»o?  fQieyj-XTO,  TO  xexpv^^evov 
irxo-i  XXTX$COTIO-X<;  pvo-Typiov;  see  also  1.  c.,  p.  301,  where  Apollinaris  himself  has 
developed  the  thought  of  the  one  being  ('ev  %aov)  composed  of  the  ruling  moving  prin 
ciple  of  activity,  and  the  <ru(J.x,  the  passive  principle :  «•«/>£,  ®eov  o~xp%  yevopsvy^uoveo-Ti 
USTX  TXVTX  o-vvTfde'io-x  £i$  iJ-lxv  Qvo-tv.  P.  73  :  OvSepi'x  Sixipetris  TOV  Adyov  xxi  Tfc 
a-xpxbs  XVTOO  ev  Se/xit;  $fp£TXi  yfx^xlc,-  «AA'  ea-Ti  (J.ix  ^v/rit;,  pix  VTTOTTXO-II;,  pix  evepyeix. 
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they  stand  opposed.  This  relation  first  reached  perfect  outward 
embodiment  and  manifestation  in  the  word  made  flesh,  the 
Ac'yo?  n»pxe»6efe.  But  the  Logos  as  "the  mover"  was  from  all 
eternity  destined  to  become  the  Xo'yoq  TXpxuQsti;.  He  has  always 
been  in  mysterious  fashion  "mind  incarnate" — voi>$  svtratpxoc,  and 
"spirit  made  flesh" — vvsufA/z  crxpxuQsv.  Therefore  He  could  be 
and  had  to  be  the  hoyos  trxpxuQslt;,  the  Logos  made  flesh.  He 
certainly  did  not  bring  His  flesh  with  Him  from  heaven,  but 
He  is  nevertheless  the  "heavenly  man";  because  it  was  intended 
that  He  should  become  flesh,  His  flesh  is  consubstantial  with  His 
Godhead ;  His  Godhead  comprised  within  it  the  future  moment 
of  the  incarnation  from  all  eternity,  because  only  thus  was  it 
destined  to  be  in  the  most  perfect  way  the  authoritative  prin 
ciple,  the  fospovizov,  of  the  creature.  And  just  for  this  reason 
the  historical  incarnation  which  cannot  be  denied,  is  the  direct 
opposite  of  anything  like  the  accidental  and  arbitrary  inspiration 
of  a  man.  It  is  the  realisation  of  an  idea  which  always  had  its 
reality  in  the  essence  of  the  Logos,  the  heavenly  man,  the 
mediator  (^sToryc)  between  God  and  humanity.  After  the 
incarnation  too  everything  in  this  heavenly  man  is  divine;  for 
death  could  be  overcome  only  if  it  was  God  who  suffered  and 
died.  The  human  is  purely  the  passive  element  only,  the  organ 
of  the  Godhead  and  the  object  of  redemption.1 

1  Apollinaris  has  not  himself  put  in  words  those  furthest  reaches  of  his  specu 
lations  in  any  of  the  numerous  confessional  formulae  of  his  which  we  possess.  (See, 
e.g^  the  two  Confessions  in  the  XXTCC  i^epot;  TT/O-T/C.)  Much,  too,  of  what  is  said  by 
Gregory  in  his  letters  to  Kledonius  and  by  Gregory  of  Nyssa  in  the  Antir.  may  be 
exaggerated,  but  as  regards  the  main  point  Apollinaris's  own  words  prove  that  he  really 
went  the  length  of  attributing  the  moment  of  the  ffxp%  in  some  form  or  other  to 
the  Logos  in  the  pre-temporal  existence.  He  conceived  of  the  nature  of  the  Logos 
as  that  of  the  mediator;  it  was  only  by  so  conceiving  of  it  that  the  (J.IK  <J>t/a-/? 
could  get  justice  done  to  it,  and  he  accordingly  does  not  hesitate  to  take  something 
from  the  Godhead  itself,  without  detriment  to  its  homousia.  The  essential  charac 
teristic  of  the  TTvevftx  which  the  Logos  is,  consists  in  this,  that  it  includes  the  idea 
of  the  mediator,  i.e.,  the  type  of  humanity.  In  this  sense  he  could  say:  ^  6ei» 
o-xpxuo-if  ou  TJJV  xpxyv  XTTO  TJfs  vxpQevov  e<T%sv  (Antir.  15),  or  (c.  13),  7rpov7rxp%£t 
6  'xvipuTTOG  Xp/o-ro'c,  ov%  ut;  erspov  'OVTO?  vxp''  XVTOV  TOV  Tvet/ftaro?,  TOUT'  'e<TTt  TOV 
&eov,  «AA'  u$  TOV  xvpi'ov  fv  TV)  TOV  6exv$pu7rov  (pvcet  Qsiov  Trvev^ixTOt;  OVTOC.  The 
Logos  was  already  man  before  He  appeared  on  earth,  since  the  statement  holds 
good :  xvTijv  TOV  vtov  deoT^Tx  i%  «p%if?  xv&puTrcv  elvxi.  This  conception,  however, 
which  was  not  meant  to  take  from  the  historical  fact  of  the  incarnation,  but  was 
intended,  on  the  contrary,  to  make  its  reality  certain,  now  led  him  further  to  the 
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This  doctrine,  estimated  by  the  presuppositions  and  aims  of 
the  Greek  conception  of  Christianity  as  religion,  is  complete. 
Apollinaris  set  forth  in  a  way  that  cannot  be  surpassed, 
energetically  developed  and  in  numerous  works  untiringly 
repeated,  with  the  pathos  of  the  most  genuine  conviction, 
what  at  heart  all  pious  Greeks  believed  and  acknowledged. 
Every  correction  made  on  his  Christology  calls  in  question 
the  basis  or  at  least  the  vitality  of  Greek  piety.  Only  this 
perfect  unity  of  the  person  guarantees  the  redemption  of  the 
human  race  and  its  acquiring  of  a  divine  life.  "  Oh  new 
creation  and  wondrous  mingling.  God  and  flesh  produced 
one  nature!"  (a  X.KIVYJ  -/.rivi:  zx}  pl^t^  QstTTTSTux,,  ftsot;  x#)  vxpi; 
play  xTTSTshstray  QIHTIV  1)  All  else  in  the  Redeemer  is  non-exist 
ent  for  faith.  The  assumption  of  a  human  separate  personality 

idea  that  neither  is  the  Godhead  present  in  the  Logos,  in  its  totality :  olde^ta 
l^etrdr^i;  exxrepxi;  '£%ei  rxt;  xxporyTizs  e£  cAoxAvfpev,  #AA«  pepixu/;  sTft^efj.i'yi^evxt:. 
As  the  middle  colour  between  black  and  white  has  not  merely  the  white  in  it  in 
an  imperfect  way,  but  also  the  black,  as  spring  is  half  winter  and  half  summer, 
as  the  mule  is  neither  wholly  horse  nor  wholly  ass,  so  the  mixture  of  divinity  and 
humanity  in  the  Logos,  at  least  in  the  Logos  as  appearing  on  the  earth,  is  of 
such  a  kind  that  neither  element  is  entirely  perfect :  ollrs  xvSpuTrot;  &'AO;  oiire  0eo'?. 
How  far  the  doctrine  of  Apollinaris  did  actually  lead  to  this  conclusion— and  we 
have  here  a  clear  example  of  the  imperfect  way  in  which  the  Homousia  was  under 
stood  amongst  the  neo-orthodox  of  the  East ;  how  far  his  opponents,  including  not 
only  the  Gregories,  but  also  Theodoret,  H.  F.  IV.  8,  were  justified  in  asserting  that 
his  Trinity  was  composed  of  a  great,  a  greater,  and  a  greatest ;  how  far  he  made 
use  of  the  old  traditional  image  of  the  sun  and  the  sunbeam  in  order  to  build  up 
on  the  basis  of  the  Homousia  a  graduated  Trinity,  are  points  which  still  require 
to  be  thoroughly  investigated  in  the  light  of  the  new  material  we  now  possess. 
But  if  his  Christ  actually  was  the  middle  being  his  opponents  represent  it  to  have 
been,  one  can  only  be  astonished  to  observe  how  in  the  case  of  Apollinaris 
speculation  regarding  Christ  has  returned  to  the  point  it  started  from.  For  this  Christ 
is  actually  the  Pauline  Christ,  the  heavenly  spiritual  being  (kv  poptpy  0eoC),  who 
assumed  the  body,  i.e.,  the  flesh,  neither  6  ®eo$  nor  man,  but  as  God  and  as  a  man, 
who  is  nevertheless  the  mediator  or  reconciler  between  God  and  man  because  being 
without  sin  He  has  done  away  with  sin  and  death  in  His  body  and  consequently 
for  humanity  generally — the  second  Adam,  the  heavenly  man.  It  cannot  be  doubted 
either  but  that  Apollinaris  formed  his  views  chiefly  on  the  New  Testament;  for 
he  was  above  all  an  exegete — though  unfortunately  what  is  his  in  the  numerous 
collections  of  passages,  in  those  of  Cramer  pre-eminently,  has  up  till  now  not  been 
ascertained  nor  has  any  test  been  applied  to  find  out  what  belongs  to  him— and 
he  endeavoured  to  be  true  to  the  words  of  the  Bible  without  applying  the  allegorical 
method  of  Origen,  as  his  notable  adherence  to  the  primitive  Christian  eschatology. 
the  reign  of  a  thousand  years,  proves. 
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in  Christ  does  away  with  His  power  as  Redeemer.  Thousands 
before  Apollinaris  felt  this  and  had  a  vague  idea  of  its  truth. 
He  alone  understood  and  preached  it.  He  did  not  juggle  with 
what  was  a  matter  of  indifference  to  Faith  or  dangerous  to  Faith, 
but  did  away  with  it. ' 

But  he  perceived  at  the  same  time  that  that  separate  person 
ality  is  present  whenever  a  human  vov<;  is  attributed  to  Christ. 
This  decided  the  matter  so  far  as  he  was  concerned.  Christ 
possessed  no  human  voin;.  He  was  honest  enough  not  to  say 
anything  more  about  the  perfect  humanity  of  Christ,  but  openly 
avowed  that  Christ  was  not  a  complete  man.2  The  fact  that 
Apollinaris,  when  called  on  to  decide  between  the  interests  of 
the  Faith  and  the  claims  of  tradition,  unhesitatingly  decided  in 
favour  of  the  former,  is  fitted  to  call  forth  our  admiration,  and 
is  a  clear  proof  of  the  great  bishop's  piety  and  love  of  truth. 

But  the  very  frankness  of  his  language  reminded  the  Church 
that  the  Gospel  and  partly  tradition  also  demand  a  complete 
human  nature  for  Christ.  Even  before  the  appearance  of 
Apollinaris  the  conflict  with  Arius  had,  from  about  the  year 
351,  taken  a  turn  which  made  it  as  necessary  to  emphasise  the 
complete  human  nature  of  the  incarnate  one  as  to  reject  the 

1  The  confessional  formula;  of  Apollinaris  and  his  pupils  emphasised  as  a  rule 
only  the  homousia  of  the  Logos,  the  assumption  of  flesh  from  Mary  and  the  perfect 
unity  (iv  TrpoVwTrov  xxi  pluv  Tyv  Trpoo-xvvy/rtv  TOV  hoyov  xxi  TVJS  trxpxoc,).  The  some 
what  long  creed  in  the  x.  p.  VIO-TII;  is  the  most  instructive,  see  Caspari  IV.,  p.  18, 
there  too,  p.  20,  will  be  found  the  shorter  one,  and  at  p.  24  that  of  the  Apollinarian 
Jobius.  In  the  latter  we  have :  o^oKoyia  rov  xvpiov  ^lyvovv  Xpi<rr6v,  e%  oeiwvot;  \JL\V 
xirxpxov  ®eov  Ac'ycv,  IT'  e<r%xT<av  $e  xituvwv  o~xpxx  e%  xyixi;  vrxpftevov  tvwtrxvTx 
exvTSi,  eJvxt  ®ebv  xxi  xvftpwTrov,  'evx  xxi  TQV  XVTJV,  VTTOO-TXO-IV  pixv  trvvQeTOV  xxi 
7fp6iru7rov  *ev  xSixipfTOv,  ftlfffrtvev  0ew  xxi  av6pc!i7roi$  xxi  (TUVXTTTOV  TX  Siypy/Jisvx 
irotyiixTX  TU>  TrETroiyxoTi,  6(j.oovo-iov  ®etf>  XXTX  rijv  ex  rye  Trxrptxyi;  OV<TIX<;  v7rxp%overxv 
uvTJa  deoryTX,  xxi  opoovo-iov  xv&pu7ro($  xxrx  Tyv  ex  Tfa  ccvSpuTrtvy!;  $vcre<a$  vtvuiievyv 
xuTia  <rxpxx,  irpo<TKvvoviJ.£vov  $e  xxi  SoZx^oftevov  pe-rot  ri?;  ISieef  trxpxot;-  on  3/'  xv-cys 
tlfj.lv  yeyovev  Avrpucrts  ex  Qxvxrov  xxi  xoivuvix  Ttpot;  TOV  xSxvxTOV  xxpwt;  yxp  yvia- 
l-tev^  y  a~otp%  TOJ  Koyia  xxi  i^SeTTOTe  XUTOV  ^wpi^o/^ev^,  olix  etmv  xvSpwTrov,  on 
SovAov,  oli  xnirrov  irporwTToV)  «AA'  xuroC  TOV  ®eot  hoyov,  TOV  Syiuovp'you,  TOV 
6/j.oova-iov  TW  ®eia,  TOVTerTiv  T$  xa-aii^xTta  ova-ix  TOV  xppyTOV  7TXTp6$.  It  is  difficult 
to  say  whether  the  long  Creed  printed  by  Caspari,  p.  163  f.,  and  which  in  its 
formalism  bears  a  resemblance  to  the  Athanasian,  is  Apollinarian  or  Monophysite. 

-  Apollinaris  did  not  deny  the  homousia  of  Christ  with  humanity,  but  he  conceived 
of  it  as  a  likeness  in  nature  ~  o/^oiw^x.  The  later  Apollinarians  even  emphasised 
the  homousia,  but  they  were  thinking  of  a  body  and  the  ij"^*)  o-xpxixj. 
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thought  of  a  transformation  of  the  Logos  into  flesh  or  of  a 
depotentiation.  The  Christological  question  became  involved 
with  the  Trinitarian,  and  the  latter  was  illustrated  by  the  aid 
of  the  former.  The  full  humanity  was  supposed  to  prove  the 
full  Godhead  ex  analogia ;  it  had  been  reached  in  the  struggle 
against  Gnosis,  and  it  was  required  in  order  to  explain  the 
Gospel  accounts  which  otherwise  cast  a  shadow  on  the  Godhead 
of  the  Redeemer.  Accordingly  the  complete  humanity  of  Christ 
was  first  expressly  asserted  at  the  Council  of  Alexandria  in 
362  and,  in  fact,  in  opposition '  to  the  views  of  Apollinaris.  ~ 
The  great  literary  activity  of  the  bishop  who  was  equally  dis 
tinguished  as  exegete  and  apologist  and  as  a  systematic  theo 
logian,  and  who  gathered  around  him  a  band  of  enthusiastic 
pupils,  falls  within  the  sixties. a  With  the  beginning  of  the 
seventieth  year  of  the  century  the  Cappadocians  came  forward 
in  opposition  to  their  old  master,  shewed  now  their  unconcealed 

1     See  Draseke,  Texte  und  Unters.  VIII.  3.  4.,  p.  28  f. 

"  Athan..  Tom.  ad.  Antioch.  7.  He  first  establishes  the  truth  that  the  Word  of 
God  did  not  come  in  Christ  to  a  holy  man  as  it  came  to  the  prophets,  on  the 
contrary  :  xurbt;  6  Ao'yo;  trzpZ,  eysvero,  xxi  ev  t-toptpy  ®eov  v7rxp%cav  sAxfie  SovAov 
Hopfyviv,  ex  re  rye,  Mxpixt;  rb  xocrx  a-xpxx  yeyevyrxt  xvQptaTroi;  Si'  V\\JLXC,,  xxi  ourot 
reAei'cai;  xxt  cAoxAtjpw?  TO  xvdpuTTivov  yevot;  etevQepovpsvov  xxb  ri5;  xpxprt<x$  kv 
xiirui  xxt  ^caoTfotoiJi^evov  ex  ruv  vexpuv  etyxyerxt  el?  TJJV  fixviAeitxv  rcav  oupxvcSv. 
Then  it  is  further  said :  upohoyovv  yxp  xxi  rovro,  art  oli  tru^x  x^v%ov  ov$'  xvxia-- 
QVTOV  cvJ'  avotjTev  eT^ev  6  ffWTJp,  ovSe  y»p  oiov  re  yv,  rov  xvpi'ov  Si'  vt\J.xc,  xvQpuTrov 
ytvo/otevov,  XVJVITOV  eJvxi  rb  O-M/ZX  xvrov,  ouSs  a-wpxrot;  povou,  xhhx  xxi  •\iwxxs  kv 
xlr&  ra  Ao'yw  a-carypt'x  yeyovsv.  Finally,  however,  the  identity  of  the  Son  of  God 
and  the  Son  of  man  is  strongly  emphasised.  It  was  the  same  person  who  asked 
about  Lazarus  and  who  raised  him  from  the  dead.  He  asked  xvQpuKivui;,  He  raised 
from  the  dead  Se'ixut;. 

3  In  the  way  in  which  it  kept  firmly  together,  in  its  veneration  for  the  master, 
in  its  activity  and  vivacity  and  finally  in  the  efforts  made  by  the  members  of  it 
to  carry  their  point  in  the  Church,  the  school  of  Apollinaris  reminds  us  of  the 
school  of  Lucian.  Like  the  latter  it  was  chiefly  an  exegetical  school,  and  at  the  same 
time  like  it  it  was  a  school  for  theologico-philosophical  method  after  the  manner  of  the 
Aristotelian  dialectic.  Such  conditions  always  give  rise  to  a  peculiar  arrogance  and 
to  a  confident  feeling  of  superiority  to  everybody  else.  "It  was  our  father  Apol 
linaris  who  first  and  who  alone  uttered  and  put  in  a  clear  light  the  mystery  which 
had  been  hidden  from  all— namely,  that  Christ  became  one  being  out  of  the  moving 
and  the  immovable":  it  is  thus  that  one  Apollinarian  writes  to  another  and  in  so 
doing  shews  that  the  real  interest  of  the  school  was  in  the  methodical  and  the  formal. 
The  fact  that  afterwards  falsification  was  carried  to  such  an  extraordinary  extent  in 
the  school  is  a  sign  that  the  Epigoni  aspired  to  secure  power  at  all  costs. 
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indignation  and  sought  to  cast  suspicion  on  his  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  also.  Apollinaris  accordingly  retorted  by  treating  them 
as  they  treated  him.  How  far  Athanasius  himself  was  mixed 
up  with  the  controversy  is  a  point  which  is  still  uncertain. 
Apollinaris  separated  from  the  Church  about  the  year  375. 
Soon  after  he  consecrated  Vitalius  bishop  of  Antioch. l  It  was 
the  West  led  by  Bishop  Damasus  which  hastened  to  the  assist 
ance  of  the  orthodoxy  of  the  East  held  in  fetters  under  Valens, 
and  which  at  the  Roman  Council  of  377  condemned  Apollinarian- 
ism.2  It  could  do  this  with  a  good  conscience  since  it  had 
always  understood  the  "filius  hominis "  in  the  thesis  in  the  full 
extent  of  the  term  and  had  had  no  difficulties  about  the  unity. 
Basil  had  been  the  denouncer  of  the  Apollinarian  heresy  (Ep.  263). 
The  Council  of  Antioch  of  379  sided  with  the  Romans,  and  that  held 
at  Constantinople  in  381  in  its  first  canon  expressly  condemned 
the  heresy  of  the  Apollinarians.  The  anathemas  of  Damasus 
which  belong  perhaps  to  the  year  381,  condemn  (No.  7)  "those 
who  say  that  the  Word  of  God  dwelt  in  human  flesh  in  place 
of  the  rational  and  intellectual  soul  of  man,  since  the  Son  Him 
self  is  the  Word  of  God  and  was  not  in  His  body  in  place  of 
a  rational  and  intellectual  soul,  but  assumed  and  saved  our 
soul,  i.e.,  a  rational  and  intellectual  soul  without  sin,"  ("eos, 
qui  pro  hominis  anima  rationabili  et  intelligibili  dicunt  dei  verbum 
in  humana  carne  versatum,  quum  ipse  filius  sit  verbum  dei  et 
non  pro  anima  rationabili  et  intelligibili  in  suo  corpore  fuerit, 
sed  nostram  id  est  rationabilem  et  intelligibilem  sine  peccato 
animam  susceperit  atque  salvaverit."3  Before  this  those  are 
condemned  on  the  other  hand  "  who  assert  the  existence  of 
two  sons,  one  before  time  and  another  after  the  assumption  of 
flesh  from  the  Virgin" — "qui  duos  filios  asserunt,  unum  ante 
saecula  et  alterum  post  assumptionem  carnis  ex  virgine  " — With 
all  the  zeal  of  a  fanatic  who  had  nevertheless  not  made  the 
matter  his  own,  Damasus,  under  the  guidance  of  Jerome,  soon 

1  Sozom.   H.    E.    VI.    25;    Epiph.    H.    67.    21,    23 — 25;    Gregor.  Naz.,  ep.  ad 
Cledon.    II.    2 :  Basil,    ep.    265,    2.     On    him    see    Draseke,  Ges.  patrist.  Abhandl. 
(1889),  p.  78  ff. 

2  See  the  fragment  "Illud  sane  miramur",  Rade,  p.   113  f.,  Mansi  III.,  p.  461; 
see  also  the  fragment  "Ea  gratia",  Mansi  III.,  p.  460. 

3  See  Harm,  op.  cit.,  p.  200. 
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after  the  year  382,  once  more  took  up  the  question  and  warned 
the    Church    against    the    doctrine    of  Apollinaris  and  his  pupil 
Timothy :    "  Christ  the  Son  of  God  by  His  passion  brought  the 
most   complete   redemption  to  the  human  race  in  order  to  free 
from   all    sin  the  whole  man  who  lies  in  sin.     If  therefore  any 
one    says    something    was    wanting    either    in    the    humanity  or 
divinity   of   Christ,    he    is  filled  with  the  spirit  of  the  devil  and 
proves    himself   to    be    a    son    of  hell. '     Why  therefore  do  you 
once    more    demand    of  me  the  condemnation  of  Timothy?    He 
has  already  been  deposed  here  by  the  sentence  of  the  Apostolic 
chair,    Bishop    Peter    of   Alexandria    being    also    present    at   the 
time,    together  with  his  teacher  Apollinaris,  and  must  await  on 
the   day   of  judgment   the  chastisement  and  punishment  due  to 
his    sin."5     Apollinaris  was  condemned.     One  after  another  the 
representatives  of  the  non-Alexandrian  theology,  Paul,  Marcellus, 
Photinus,  Apollinaris  were  cut  off  from  the  Church.    The  Anti- 
ochians  will  follow  them,  but  the  turn  of  Origen  and  his  pupils  is 
also  to  come  ;  the  Cappadocians  only  will  be  saved  "  so  as  by  fire." 
The  homousia  or  the  identity  in  nature, — for  both  words  were 
used, — of  the  humanity  of  the  Redeemer  and  humanity,  was  thus 
acknowledged.    And    as    a    matter    of  fact   many  and  important 
arguments  could  be  alleged  in  support  of  it.   One  has  to  make 
use    of  the  most  desperate  exegesis  in  order  to  banish  it  from 
the    Synoptics.     And    further    Christ    redeemed    only    what    He 
assumed;    if  He    did   not  assume  a  human  soul  then  the  latter 
has    not    been    redeemed,    and    this    appeared    a   very   obvious 
argument.  Finally,  it  was  only  by  the  assumption  of  the  complete 
ness  of  the  human  nature  in  Christ  that  His  divinity  seemed  to 
be    secured    against    sinking    down    into    the    region   of  human 
feelings    and    suffering.    But   what    signified    these  advantages  if 
the  unity  was  insecure  ?  And  Apollinaris  was  perfectly  right :  it 
was    insecure.     His  opponents,  the  Cappadocians,  might  indeed 
be    able    to    refute   him    as    regards    separate    points,3  but  they 

1  See   the  fragment  "  Illud  sane  miramur " :  "  If  an  imperfect  man  was  assumed 
then  the  gift  of  God  is  imperfect,  because  the  whole  man  has  not  been  redeemed." 

2  Theodoret,  H.  E.  V.   10. 

3  See  several  letters  of  Basil,  the  two  letters  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  to  Kledonius 
and  his  ep.  ad.  Nectar,  sive  Orat.  46,  also  the  Antirrhet.  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa  and 
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could  not  escape  from  the  reproach  he  brought  against  them 
that  they  reduced  the  doctrine  to  the  idea  of  an  inspired  man. 
In  proportion,  however,  as  they  sought  to  escape  it,  their  asser 
tion  of  the  completeness  of  the  human  nature  in  Christ  became 
a  mere  assertion.  Their  long-winded,  obscure,  and  hazy  deductions 
made  in  truth  a  miserable  appearance  alongside  of  the  unambi 
guous,  coherent,  and  frank  avowals  of  their  opponent.  There  are 
two  natures, l  but  yet  there  is  only  one ;  there  are  not  two  Sons, 
but  the  divinity  effects  one  thing,  the  humanity  another ;  Christ 
possessed  human  freedom,  and  nevertheless  He  acted  within  the 
limits  of  divine  necessity.  On  the  other  hand,  the  whole  position 
of  the  later  Monophysites,  thought  out  to  all  its  conceivable 
conclusions,  is  already  to  be  found  in  Apollinaris ;  but  his 
opponents  had  not  yet  at  their  command  a  fixed  terminology 
whereby  to  preserve  the  contradiction  and  to  protect  it  against 
disintegration.  At  bottom  their  views  were  the  same  as  those 
of  Apollinaris,  they  did  not  think  of  two  strictly  separate 
natures ;  but  they  were  unwilling  to  give  up  the  perfect  human 
nature,  and  they  had  learned  too  much  from  Origen  to  sacrifice 
the  thought  of  freedom  to  the  constitution  of  the  God-man.  - 

his  work  ad  Theophil.  They  enter  upon  an  examination  of  the  Scripture  proofs  of 
Apollinaris  and  also  of  his  argument  that  the  Logos  could  not  have  assumed  a 
rational,  free  nature,  since  in  this  case  he  must  necessarily  have  destroyed  freedom, 
which  is  not,  however,  the  Creator's  way  of  doing:  $&opx  TOV  xvTet-ovtriov  ^ MOV  TO 
\JLV\  fJvxt  xi/Ts^ova-iov  ov  QQeipSTXt  Ss  ft  Qvtrii;  virb  TOV  Troiya-xvTOi;  cci/Tyv  ovx  xpx 
fvovTxi  6  xvQpctiTroi;  ®eia  (Antirrh.  45).  Gregory's  remarks  on  this  are  extremely 
weak.  The  only  striking  thing  is  to  be  found  in  the  detailed  arguments  in  which 
it  is  shewn  that  the  picture  of  the  Christ  of  the  Gospels  includes  a  human  soul; 
for  it  was  neither  the  God-Logos  nor  the  irrational  flesh  which  was  sad,  which 
trembled,  feared,  etc.,  but  the  human  spirit;  see  also  Athan.  c.  Apoll.  I.,  16 — 18. 

1  The  definite  formula  "•Svo  <pv?eis"  without  some  qualifying  clause  is  rarely 
met  with  in  the  East  before  the  time  of  the  great  Antiochians,  though  it  is  other 
wise  in  the  West.  But  expressions  such  as  that  of  Eusebius,  H.  E.  I.  2,  i,  are,  how 
ever,  frequent:  AITTOV  WTOS  TOV  XXT'  XVTOV  TpoTrov,  xxt  TOV  fj.ev  a-upxTot;  SOIXOTOI; 
xetyxAy  y  ®ebi;  ITTIVOS'ITXI^  TOV  $e  Trotri  TrxpxfixhAoiievov,  y  TOV  sv  y(J."iv  xvQpcaTrov 
oftotoTrxQy  TV)?  yfAWv  OCVTWV  svsxev  vTrsSv  a-WTypixt;,  yevoiT'  xv  ftp'tv,  etc.  The  Arian 
theologians  always  reproached  the  orthodox  with  teaching  the  doctrine  of  Svo  tyvoreii;. 

"  It  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  summary  of  the  numerous  different  forms  in 
which  the  Cappadocians  set  forth  their  view  as  against  Apollinaris  (see  Ullmann, 
Gregor.  v.  Naz.,  p.  276  ff. ;  Dorner  I.,  pp.  1035  f.,  1075  f. ;  Schwane  II.,  pp.  366 — 
390),  for  what  they  wish  and  do  not  get  at — the  unity,  namely — is  obvious,  while  their 
terminology  on  the  other  hand  is  still  uncertain.  At  this  time  expressions  and 
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Probably  an  historical  and  biblical  element  had  a  share  in 
turning  them  against  Apollinaris,  the  thought  of  the  man  Jesus 
as  he  is  presented  in  the  Gospels,  this,  however,  not  as  some 
thing  which  had  a  well-understood  religious  value,  but  as  a 
part  of  the  tradition  of  the  schools  and  as  a  relic  of  antiquity. 
None  of  the  religious  thoughts  current  at  that  time  led  to  the 
idea  of  a  "  perfect  man  "  with  a  free  will,  i.e.,  as  an  individual. 


images  of  the  most  varied  kind  were  in  use  ($vo  Quo-eis,  $vo  oltrlxi,  pit*  <j>vo-t$, 
<rxpxca<ri<;,  evavfipwTrijox,  SedcvSpwiros,  'dvutris  ovtriuStj^  'two-it;  <f>i/a-/>o},  'tvutrt$  KSCTX  fj.er- 
cvtrixv,  trvyxpizo-ii;,  pil-ii;,  (ruvatyetx,  (Jt,erov<r  let,  lvo/x>j<r/s,  the  humanity  of  Christ  was 
described  as  x«T«7T£Td«r/^a  or  TrapaTrgTaw^dt,  as  vct6$,  as  olxo?,  as  IpctTiov,  as  'bpyxvov. 
In  the  writings  of  the  Cappadocians  most  of  these  terms  are  still  found  side  by  side; 
the  only  idea  which  is  definitely  rejected  is  that  of  the  change  into  flesh  whether  by 
kenosis  or  by  actual  transmutation.  The  unchangeable,  the  divinity,  remains  un 
changeable;  it  merely  takes  to  itself  what  it  did  not  possess.  How  the  unlimited 
united  with  the  limited  is  just  the  point  which  is  left  obscure.  We  might  imagine 
we  were  listening  to  a  teacher  of  the  period  before  Irenseus  when  we  hear  Gregory 
of  Nazianzus  say  that  the  unlimited  dealt  with  us  through  the  medium  of  the  flesh 
as  through  a  curtain,  because  we  were  not  capable  of  enduring  His  pure  Godhead 
(Orat.  39,  13,  similarly  Athanasius).  He  also  teaches  that  Christ  by  assuming 
humanity  did  not  become  two  out  of  one  (masc.),  but  out  of  two  became  one  (neut.). 
We  can  imagine  it  is  Apollinaris  who  is  speaking  when  he  further  declares  that  God 
is  both,  the  one  who  assumes  and  what  is  assumed,  and  uses  the  word  a-vyxpoctris 
in  this  connection  (Orat.  37.  2,  this  word  is  frequently  met  in  Methodius).  This 
thought  is  expressed  in  an  almost  stronger  form  in  Orat.  38.  13  (see  Orat.  29.  19): 
"  Christ  is  one  out  of  the  two  opposite  things,  out  of  flesh  and  spirit,  of  which 
the  one  deifies  while  the  other  was  deified,  u  ri??  x«<vi??  /.i/l-ecy;,  u  ryi;  7rzpceS6%ov 
xptxo-su^l  The  eternally  existing  comes  into  being,  the  uncreated  is  created,  the 
unlimited  limits  itself,  since  —  and  now  the  thought  takes  an  Origenistic  turn  —  the 
rational  soul  is  the  means  whereby  a  union  is  brought  about  between  the  Godhead 
and  the  gross  flesh."  As  if  it  were  possible  to  stop  short  at  this  function  of  the 
human  soul,  as  if  the  human  soul  did  not  include  the  free  will  regarding  which 
Gregory  here  maintains  a  prudent  silence.  On  the  other  hand,  however,  Gregory 
maintains  in  opposition  to  Apollinaris  that  "there  are  undoubtedly  two  natures, 
God  and  man;  soul  and  body  are  also  in  Him,  but  there  are  not  two  Sons  or 
Gods,  since  there  are  not  two  men  in  one,  because  Paul  speaks  of  an  inner  and 
an  outer  man"  —  this  argument  is  specially  weak  since  it  is  just  the  argument  which 
Apollinaris  could  make  use  of.  "To  put  it  in  a  word:  He  is  one  and  again  He 
is  another,  in  so  far  as  He  is  Saviour,  but  He  is  not  one  person  and  again  another 
person  —  God  forbid.  For  both  exist  in  the  union  which  has  been  accomplished 
since  God  is  made  human  and  man  is  made  divine,  or  however  it  may  be  ex 
pressed"  (Ep.  ad.  Cledon.  I.).  Gregory  as  a  pupil  of  Origen  sees  no  difficulty  in 
putting  two  different  substances  together  into  one.  But  neither  does  he  follow  the 
Chalcedonian  Creed  since  with  him  it  was  not  a  question  of  a  union  of  divinity 
and  humanity  in  a  third,  but  a  question  of  fusion,  and  this  spite  of  the  Svo  Qvtreis. 
In  their  struggle  with  Apollinaris  the  Cappidocians  nowhere  intentionally  arrived 
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The  idea  that  the  human  vovs  cannot  have  been  saved  if  Christ 
did  not  assume  it  too,  was  one  which  they  themselves  could 
not  honestly  believe  in,  for  they  stripped  His  humanity  of  the 
principle  of  individuality  and  of  more  than  that.  In  Apollinaris, 
on  the  contrary,  it  was  really  the  sovereignty  of  faith  which 
supplied  him  with  his  doctrine.  He  merely  completed  the  work 
of  Athanasius  inasmuch  as  he  added  to  it  the  Christology  which 
was  demanded  by  the  Homousia  of  the  Logos.  They  both  made 
a  supreme  sacrifice  to  their  faith  in  that  they  took  from  the 
complicated  and  contradictory  tradition  regarding  Christ  those 
elements  only  which  were  in  harmony  with  the  belief  that  He 
was  the  Redeemer  from  sin  and  death.  They  neglected  every 
thing  else :  hoyos  Qf&oovfftos  sv  <?<zpyj,  (f/Ja  (pum;  ffvv&sro?) — the  co- 
substantial  Logos  in  the  flesh,  (one  composite  nature) — was  the 
watchword  of  Apollinaris,  in  the  sense  of  a  perfectly  uniform 
being.  This  Apollinarianism  dressed  in  orthodox  garb  exercised 
the  strongest  possible  influence  upon  Church  doctrine  in  the 
Fifth  Century.  The  Church,  however,  rejected  this  particular 

at  the  line  of  thought  followed  by  the  school  of  Antioch  at  a  later  time,  though, 
what  is  very  rare,  a  formula  here  and  there  has  an  Antiochian  appearance.  They 
are  at  bottom  Monophysites,  although  they  were  the  first  to  make  the  ominous 
"two  natures"  of  Origen  fit  for  church  use.  It  was  only  because  they  were  com 
pelled  that  they  trouble  themselves  about  the  question  of  freedom  in  Christ,  and 
the  thought  once  occurred  to  Gregory  of  Nyssa  (Antir.  48)  that  Christ  would  not 
have  possessed  any  apery  if  He  had  been  without  xure^ova-iov.  What  most  strongly 
impressed  the  Christian  world  in  general  was  certainly  the  view  that  Christ  had  to 
give  His  body  as  a  ransom  for  our  body,  His  soul  for  our  soul,  His  spirit  for  our 
spirit.  There  was  undoubtedly  some  real  justification  for  this  thought  since  Apol 
linaris,  or  his  pupils,  seem  to  have  carried  their  Paulinism  so  far  (for  so  at  least 
it  would  appear  from  some  undoubtedly  uncertain  indications  in  the  work  of 
Athan.  adv.  Apollo,  sec.  I.,  2  sq.,  II.  1 1)  as  to  assert  that  Christ  had  only  done 
away  with  the  sin  and  death  belonging  to  the  flesh  and  thus  renewed  the  flesh, 
but  that  the  purification  of  the  spirit  was  something  which  each  individual  had  to 
carry  out  for  himself  by  the  imitation  of  Christ  on  the  basis  of  that  purification ;  in 
this  sense  redemption  was  not  yet  perfect.  Zatpxoi;  /lev  XXIVOT^TX  Xpia-rbi;  eTreSeSetKTXi 

XxQ'    OftOIW/TIV,    TOV   S£    $>pOVOVVTO$  til  ylJ.lv  T%V  XXIVOTtjTX  $106  [jill^O-SUt;  XXI   0(J.OIW<TSUC,  XXI 

ije  x/AXpTixt;  exxa-rot;  Iv  SXVTU  STriSsixwrxi  (I.  2)  or  ry  6/AOtctxrfi  xxi  ry  fii^trst 
TOVS  Tria-Tsvovrxt;  xxi  ov  ry  xvxxxivfoei  (II.  n).  In  opposition  to  this  thesis, 
which  probably  really  originated  with  Apollinaris  since  it  is  in  harmony  with  the 
traditions  of  the  school  of  Antioch,  his  opponents  had  certainly  good  reason  for 
emphasising  the  full  extent  of  the  work  of  Christ  if  the  whole  structure  of  the  faith 
of  that  time  were  not  to  be  rendered  insecure.  Kenotic  statements  such  as  we  meet 
with  in  Hilary  are,  so  far  as  I  know,  not  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  the  Cappadocians. 
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form  of  unity  and  maintained  the  idea  of  "the  perfect  man", 
"the  perfect  humanity"  in  the  unity.  The  Church  knew  what 
it  wanted  to  do — to  unite  contradictions;  there  were  not  to  be 
two  sons,  but  two  natures ;  not  two  natures,  but  one  substance ; 
though  it  certainly  did  not  know  how  this  was  to  be  conceived 
of.  Nor  did  it  know  how  the  contradiction  was  to  be  expressed. 
But  while  it  thus  loaded  its  own  faith  with  a  heavy  burden 
and  thereby  weakened  its  power,  by  preserving  the  thought  of 
the  perfect  humanity  of  Christ,  it  did  an  inestimable  service 
to  later  generations.  And  there  was  further  one  good  result 
which  even  those  times  got  the  benefit  of.  The  Gnostic  specu 
lations  regarding  the  heavenly  origin  of  the  flesh  of  Christ,  the 
transformation  of  God  into  a  man,  and  such  like,  were  now 
forbidden,  or  at  least  were  rendered  excessively  difficult. 


CHAPTER    III. 


THE   DOCTRINE   OF   THE    PERSONAL   UNION   OF   THE 

DIVINE   AND   HUMAN   NATURES   IN   THE 

INCARNATE   SON   OF   GOD. 

THE  course  of  theological  development  in  ecclesiastical  anti 
quity  may  in  some  parts  be  compared  to  the  windings  of  a 
descending  spiral.  Starting  from  any  given  point  we  seem  to 
be  always  getting  further  away,  and  finally  we  come  back  to 
it  again;  only  we  are  a  stage  lower  down.  The  great  Trini 
tarian  controversy  of  the  Fourth  Century  has  its  starting-point 
in  the  Christological  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samosata:  Christ,  the 
deified  man  inspired  by  the  power  of  God  and  one  with  God 
in  loving  affection  and  in  energy  of  will.  Opposed  to  this 
doctrine  was  the  belief  that  Christ  is  co-substantial  with  God, 
the  ®£oq  oftoovvio?,  who  has  become  man.  This  article  of  faith 
established  itself  after  Arianism  and  other  middle  doctrines  had 
been  rejected.  But  when  in  the  course  of  the  development 
both  the  perfect  Godhead  and  the  perfect  humanity  of  Christ 
had  been  elevated  to  the  rank  of  an  article  of  faith,  it  looked 
as  if  the  unity  could  be  secured  only  by  once  more  following 
the  path  taken  by  Paul  of  Samosata,  by  emphasising  the  spirit 
ual  and  moral  unity  of  God  and  man.  This  idea  of  the  unity 
was  indeed  made  more  difficult  now  that  the  God  in  Christ  had 
to  be  conceived  of  as  a  personal  being,  but  any  other  unity 
no  longer  offered  itself  to  thinking  people  who  were  unwilling 
to  give  up  clear  views  on  the  subject.  And  it  was  still  per 
missible  to  hold  this  view  of  the  unity ;  for  though  the  doctrine 
of  Apollinaris  had  been  repudiated,  no  fixed  idea  was  thereby 
arrived  at  as  to  the  nature  of  the  union  of  the  divine  and  the 
human.  All  the  conceivable  forms  in  which  the  conception  of 
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the  union  of  the  divine  and  the  human  might  be  put,  were  still 
at  anyone's  disposal,  especially  as  no  single  term  was  yet  in 
regular  use. 

As  it  was  the  Antiochian  Apollinaris  who  worked  out  to  its 
logical  conclusion  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  regards  Christ- 
ology,  so  it  was  his  compatriots  who  worked  out  to  its  logical 
conclusion  the  formula  "perfect  God  and  perfect  man."  This 
conclusion  was  indeed  the  opposite  of  the  doctrine  of  Apollin 
aris.  He  had  shewn  every  clear  thinker  that  it  was  impossible 
to  carry  out  the  idea  of  the  incarnation  without  deducting  some 
thing  from  the  essence  of  humanity,  and  that  the  incarnate  one 
could  have  only  one  nature  ([tla.  (pv<rit;).  But  if  the  human 
nature  in  the  incarnate  one  was  nevertheless  to  be  complete, — 
and  the  Church  maintained  that  it  was, —  then  the  conception  of 
the  incarnation  would  have  to  get  a  new  form.  And  if  piety 
should  suffer  in  the  process,  well,  there  was  and  there  still  is 
a  stronger  interest  than  that  of  piety — namely,  that  of  truth. 

§   i.      The  Nestorian   Controversy. 

I.  The  most  zealous  opponents  of  Apollinaris  were  his  com 
patriots  and  scientific  friends,  the  Antiochian  theologians,  dis 
tinguished  by  methodical  study  of  Scripture,  sober  thinking  in 
imitation  of  Aristotle,  and  the  strictest  asceticism.  They  alone 
had  during  many  decades  worked  out  the  Christological  dogma 
in  a  scientific  way  in  opposition  to  Arius  and  Apollinaris. 
Following  the  example  of  Diodorus  of  Tarsus,  Theodorus  of 
Mopsuestia  treated  it  with  the  greatest  fulness  by  making  use 
of  the  philosophical  theological  fundamental  conceptions  which 
Paul  of  Samosata  had  already  employed,  and  by  turning  to 
account  the  biblical  results  of  the  exegetical  labours  of  the 
school  of  Antioch.  The  Antiochians  based  their  position  on 
the  'Oftoov<rio$  and  did  not  wish  either  to  interfere  with  the 
divine  personality  of  the  Logos.  But  at  the  same  time  they 
fully  accepted  the  perfect  humanity  of  Christ.  The  most  impor 
tant  characteristic  of  perfect  humanity  is  its  freedom.  The 
thought  that  Christ  possessed  a  free  will  was  the  lode-star  of 
their  Christology.  To  this  was  added  the  other  thought  that 
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the  nature  of  the  Godhead  is  absolutely  unchangeable  and 
incapable  of  suffering.  Both  of  these  thoughts  have  at  least 
no  concern  with  the  belief  in  the  real  redemption  of  humanity 
from  sin  and  death  through  the  God-man.  The  Christology  of 
the  Antiochians  zvas  therefore  not  soteriologically  determined; 
on  the  contrary,  the  realistic-soteriological  elements  were  attached 
to  it  by  way  of  supplement. l 

In  the  view  of  the  Antiochians  it  followed  from  the  premises 
above  mentioned,  that  Christ  possessed,  strictly  speaking,  two 
natures  and  that  the  supposition  of  a  natural  union  (evu<ri$ 
<pu<rny,  warts  x#0'  vTrdtrraffiv)  was  prejudicial  both  to  the  humanity 
and  the  divinity  of  Christ,  as  the  doctrines  of  Arius  and  Apol- 
linaris  shewed.  It  was,  on  the  contrary,  necessary  to  maintain 
that  the  God-Logos  assumed  a  perfect  man  of  the  race  of  David 
and  united  him  with  Himself.  He  dwelt  (evoixyo'if)  in  the  man 
Jesus  from  the  time  of  the  conception.  This  indwelling  2  is  to  be 

1  In  respect  of  scientific  method  we  may  regard  Paul  of  Samosata,  Dorotheus, 
Lucian,  the  Lucianists  such  as  Arius  and  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia,  Eusebius  of 
Emesa,  Theodore  of  Heraklea,  Eustathius,  Marcellus,  Cyril  of  Jerusalem.  Apollinaris, 
Diodorus,  Theodore,  Polychronius,  Chrysostom.  Theodoret,  etc.,  as  forming  a  union 
of  like-minded  scholars  as  opposed  to  the  school  of  Origen.  Regarded  in  a  theo 
logical  aspect  their  differences  are  manifold.  Diodorus  of  Tarsus  (+  shortly 
before  394)  and  his  school  constitute  a  special  group  here.  Diodorus  "the  ascetic 
who  was  punished  in  his  body  by  the  Olympian  gods",  was  the  recognised  head. 
His  numerous  works,  of  which  only  fragments  are  preserved,  are  specified  in  the 
Diction,  of  Chr.  Biogr.  I.,  p.  836  sq.  He  was  as  prolific  an  apologist,  controversialist, 
and  dogmatist  as  he  was  an  exegete.  His  most  important  pupils  were  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia  (-f-  428)  and  Chrysostom.  The  former  is  the  typical  representative 
of  the  whole  tendency.  Of  the  astounding  mass  of  his  works  a  good  deal  has  been 
preserved.  To  what  is  printed  in  Migne,  T.  66,  we  have  to  add,  above  all,  the  edi 
tion  of  his  commentary  on  the  Pauline  letters  by  Swete,  2  vols.,  1882 ;  the  fragments 
of  the  dogmatic  works  are  given  in  the  second  volume,  pp.  289 — 339.  Sachau 
edited,  in  1869,  Syrian  fragments  with  a  Latin  translation;  in  addition  Bathgen  in 
the  Ztschr.  f.  Atlich.  Wissensch.  V.,  p.  53  ff.;  Moller,  in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.  XV.  2, 
p.  395  ff . ;  Gurjew,  Theodor  von  Mopsu.,  1890  [Russian].  On  the  Antiochian  School 
Miinscher  (1811),  Kihn  (1866),  Hergenrother  (1866).  Specht,  Theodor  v.  M.  u.  Theo 
doret,  1871;  Kihn,  Theodor  v.  Mops.  1880.  Glubokowski  has  written  a  very  com 
prehensive  and  thorough  monograph  on  Theodoret  in  Russian  (2  vols.  1890). 
Bertram,  Thedoreti  doctrina  christologica.  Hildesiae,  1883.  On  Theodoret's  brother, 
Polychronius,  see  Bardenhewer,  1879.  Chrysostom  did  not  take  any  part  in  the 
work  of  giving  Christology  a  sharply  outlined  form.  Theodoret  taught  the  same 
doctrine  as  Theodore,  but  finally  capitulated. 

•    Athanasius  also  used  the  word  in  a  natural  way,  e.g.,  de  incarn.  9. 
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conceived  of  according  to  the  analogy  of  the  indwelling  of  God 
in  men  generally.  It  is  not  a  substantial  indwelling,  not  X./X.T" 
o-j<ritxv,  for  this  involves  a  transmutation  or  else  limits  the  God 
head.  Nor  is  it  any  mere  indwelling  of  inspiration,  but  a  gracious 
indwelling,  XXTX  %xpiv  (JC#T'  ev$oxt#v),  i.e.,  God  out  of  grace  and 
in  accordance  with  His  own  good  pleasure  has  united  Himself 
with  the  man  Jesus  in  the  way  in  which  He  unites  Himself 
with  every  pious  soul,  only  that  in  the  case  of  Jesus  the  union 
was  besides  a  perfect  one  in  virtue  of  the  perfection  of  his 
piety.  It  is  to  be  thought  of  as  a  species  of  combination  (vuva- 
•Qsix],  or  we  may  express  it  thus :  God  dwells  in  the  man  as  in 
a  temple. l  The  human  nature,  therefore,  as  nature  remains  purely 
unchanged,  for  grace  leaves  the  nature  as  it  is.  This  nature, 
then,  like  all  human  nature,  was  also  a  free  self-developing 
nature.  As  man  Jesus  Christ  had  to  pass  through  all  the  stages 
of  moral  growth  as  a  free  self-acting  agent.  Over  him  and  in 
him  God  did  undoubtedly  always  hold  sway  as  a  supporting 
power,  but  He  did  not  interfere  with  the  development  of  the 
character  belonging  to  his  human  nature,  which  by  indepen 
dent  action  confirmed  itself  in  the  good. 

In  accordance  with  this  the  union  was  only  a  relative  one 
(humq  <r%£Tixy)  and  was  at  the  outset  only  relatively  perfect,  i.e., 
the  God-Logos  united  Himself  with  the  man  Jesus  as  early  as 
the  time  of  his  conception,  forseeing  of  what  sort  he  would  be 
(zxra  Trpoyvuviv  QTroloq  nq  EffTai),  but  this  union  merely  began 
then  in  order  to  become  a  more  intimate  union  at  every  stage 
of  the  human  development. 2  It  consisted  in  the  common  feeling 
and  energy  of  the  two  natures  as  well  as  in  the  common  direc 
tion  given  to  the  will ;  it  was  therefore  essentially  a  moral  union. 
By  means  of  it,  however,  there  appeared  at  the  close  of  the 
human  development  of  Jesus  and  in  virtue  of  the  elevation 
which  was  granted  to  him  as  the  reward  of  his  perseverance, 

1  Athanasius  also  employed  this  image,  e.g.,  1.  c.  c.  20. 

2  It  was  always  and  from  the  first  dependent  on  God's  good  pleasure  in  the  virtue 
of  the  man  Jesus ;  for  to  Theodore  the  general  proposition  held  good  without  any 
exception  that  God  bestows  grace  solely  in  proportion  to  the  free  exercise  of  virtue. 
Grace    is    always    reward;    see    the    large    fragment  from  the  seventh  book  of  the 
work  Trtfi  evKv&puirja-eus  in  Swete  II.,  p.  293  sq.    Theodore  paid  special  attention 
to  the  baptism  of  Jesus  also. 
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a  subject  or  individual  worthy  of  adoration,  (I  separate  the 
natures,  I  unite  the  adoration :  %upi%a  rxq  Qu<rfi$,  ha  T^V  Trpor- 
V.VVYIGIV}.  Still  we  must  not  speak  of  two  sons  or  two  lords,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  we  have  to  adore  one  person,  whose  unity, 
however,  is  not  a  substantial  one,  but  KXTOL  %aptv.  The  formula 
of  the  distinction  of  the  natures  and  the  unity  of  the  person 
is  to  be  found  in  Theodore.  But  the  unity  of  the  person  is  the 
unity  of  names,  of  honour,  of  adoration. '  Since,  however,  each 
nature  in  Christ  is  at  the  same  time  person,  it  was  here  that 
the  peculiar  difficulty  of  the  Antiochian  Christology  made  its 
appearance.  The  union  does  not  at  bottom  result  in  any  unity 
of  the  person ;  it  is  merely  nominal.  The  Antiochians  had  two 
persons  in  Christ,  a  divine  and  a  human  ($uo  vTrofrxtrsii;  or 
irpoffuira).  When,  spite  of  this,  they  spoke  of  one,  this  was  really 
a  third,  or  rather,  to  put  it  more  correctly,  it  was  only  in  the 
combination  (wvaQeiu),  and  indeed  in  the  last  resort  it  was  only 
in  the  relation  of  believers  to  Jesus  Christ  that  the  latter 
appeared  as  a  unity. 

It  was  in  accordance  with  this  that  the  conception  of  the 
Incarnation  took  its  shape.  Two  natures  are  two  subjects;  for 
a  subjectless  or  impersonal  spiritual  nature  does  not  exist 
Since  accordingly  one  subject  cannot  become  the  other,  for  if 
it  did  it  would  either  have  to  cease  to  exist  itself  or  would 
have  to  transform  itself,  it  is  also  impossible  that  the  Logos  can 
have  become  man.  It  is  only  in  appearance  that  He  became 
something  through  the  incarnation,  through  "becoming  man"; 
in  reality  He  assumes  something  in  addition  to  what  He  had. 
Since  the  sphere  of  the  unity  is  solely  the  will,  the  attributes, 
experiences,  and  acts  of  the  two  natures  are  to  be  kept  strictly 
apart.  It  was  the  man  only  who  was  born;  it  was  he  who 
suffered,  trembled,  was  afraid,  died.  To  maintain  that  this  could 
be  said  of  God  is  both  absurd  and  blasphemous.  So  too 
accordingly  Mary  is  not  to  be  called  the  mother  of  God,  not 
at  least  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term.3  But  the  Christian 

1  "Unam  offer  venerationem." 

2  The  designation  SSOTOXOS  was  already  quite  current  about  360.    Instances  of  its 
use    at    an    earlier    period  may  be  found  in  Pierius  and  Alexander  of  Alexandria, 
see  accordingly  Julian  c.  Christ.,  p.  276  E. 
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adores  Jesus  Christ  as  the  one  Lord,  because  God  has  also 
raised  to  divine  dignity  the  man  who  in  feeling  was  united  with 
the  Logos  so  as  to  form  a  unity. 

In  accordance  with  this  conception,  though  certainly  invitis 
autoribus,  the  humanity  in  the  person  of  Christ  came  again  to 
the  front  as  a  humanity  which  experienced  merely  the  effects 
produced  by  the  divine  Logos  who  remained  in  the  background. 
Since  the  distinction  between  person  and  nature  was  not 
fundamental,  was  not  made  in  a  realistic  way,  that  is,  and  since 
the  possibility  of  the  substantial  union  of  two  persons  was  denied 
as  we  can  see  already  from  the  case  of  Paul  of  Samosata,  since 
further,  in  opposition  to  Paul,  the  Godhead  in  Christ  was 
recognised  as  being  a  substantial  Godhead,  unity  was  not 
attained,  as  opponents  at  a  later  time  justly  observed.  When 
again,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Antiochians,  an  approach  was  made 
towards  this  unity,  then  the  divine  factor,  contrary  to  the  pre 
supposition  which  was  strictly  clung  to,  threatened  to  become 
an  inspiring  and  supporting  power,  and  hence  the  reproach 
brought  against  them  of  Ebionitism,  Somosatenism,  Photinianism, 
or  of  Judaising.  It  would  appear  that  the  Antiochians  rarely 
took  the  doctrine  of  redemption  and  perfection  as  the  starting- 
point  of  their  arguments,  or  when  they  did,  they  conceived  of 
it  in  such  a  way  that  the  question  is  not  of  a  restitution,  but 
of  the  still  defective  perfection  of  the  human  race,  a  question 
of  the  new  second  katastasis.  The  natural  condition  of  humanity, 
of  which  liability  to  death  forms  a  part,  can  be  improved; 
humanity  can  be  raised  above  itself  by  means  of  a  complete 
emancipation  from  the  sense  life  and  by  moral  effort.  This 
possibility,  which  lies  open  to  everyone  who  summons  up  courage 
to  raise  himself  by  the  exercise  of  free  will  above  his  inherited 
nature,  has  become  a  fact  through  Christ  the  second  Adam. 
This  fact  has  an  immeasurable  significance,  for  its  effects  now 
uphold  everyone  who  honestly  strives  so  to  raise  himself.  The 
second  Adam  who  has  already  appeared  will  once  more  appear 
from  heaven  eV)  rw  TT#VT#£  in;  fiipyviv  otysiv  SKVTOV—  in  order 
to  bring  all  to  imitate  him.  He  already  points  out  to  all  "the 
path  to  the  angelic  life",  and,  judging  from  the  way  in  which 
they  sometimes  work  out  the  thought,  it  almost  looks  as  if  in  the 
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view  of  the  Antiochians  the  whole  thing  reduced  itself  to  this 
alone.  The  hints  given  here  towards  a  spiritual  conception  of 
the  redemption  through  Christ  have  not,  as  one  can  see,  resulted 
from  perceiving  that  everything  depends  on  a  transformation 
of  the  feelings  and  will,  and  in  the  case  of  the  Antiochians 
themselves  they  have  by  no  means  entirely  displaced  the  realistic 
and  mystical  conception  of  redemption.  In  the  indefinite  form 
which  is  peculiar  to  them,  they  were  thoughts  of  reason  and 
results  of  exegesis,  but  not  thoughts  of  faith.  We  hail  them  as 
cheering  proofs  of  the  fact  that  the  feeling  of  the  spiritual 
character  of  the  Christian  religion  had  not  at  that  time  wholly 
died  out  amongst  the  Greeks  ;  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  this, 
that  these  Antiochians  were  further  away  from  the  thought  of 
redemption  as  the  forgiveness  of  sins  and  regeneration  than 
from  the  idea  of  a  realistic  redemption.  While  in  Christology 
they  illustrated  in  an  admirable  way  the  weak  side  and  in  fact 
the  impossibility  of  this  idea,  they  did  not  understand  how  to 
point  these  out  in  reference  to  soteriology  itself.  The  latter  was 
with  them  always  vague  and  tinged  with  a  strongly  moralistic 
element.  Its  connection  with  the  Christology  was  loose  and 
indefinite,  while  the  development  of  the  latter  in  the  form  of 
positive  doctrines  was  no  less  questionable,  contradictory  and 
uncouth  than  the  theses  of  their  opponents ;  for  the  Antiochians 
out  of  one  being  made  two  and  thereby  introduced  an  innova 
tion  into  the  Church  of  the  East.  Only  Gnostics  had  before 
them  taught  the  doctrine  of  two  strictly  different  natures  in 
Christ.  The  fact  too  that  the  redemption  work  of  Christ  was 
essentially  attributed  to  the  man  Jesus  and  not  to  God  was  a 
further  innovation.  It  was  a  flagrant  contradiction  that  Theodore 
would  not  entertain  the  idea  of  two  Sons  although  he  assumed 
the  presence  of  two  natures  and  rejected  the  thought  of  an 
impersonal  nature.  But  though  we  might  criticise  the  Christology 
of  the  Antiochians  still  more  severely,  we  must  not  forget  that 
they  held  up  before  the  Church  the  picture  of  the  historical 
Christ  at  a  time  when  the  Church  in  its  doctrinal  formula 
was  going  further  away  from  Him.  One  has  indeed  to  add  that 
they  also  directed  attention  to  the  incomprehensible  essence 
of  the  God-Logos  which  ostensibly  remained  behind  this  picture, 
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and  did  not  on  that  account  possess  the  power  of  presenting 
the  historical  Christ  to  the  minds  of  men  in  a  forcible  way. 
But  still  that  these  theologians  should  have  done  what  they  did 
at  that  time  was  of  immeasurable  importance.  It  is  to  them  the 
Church  owes  it  that  its  Christology  did  not  entirely  become 
the  development  of  an  idea  of  Christ  which  swallowed  up  the 
historical  Christ.  And  there  is  still  something  else  for  which 
these  Antiochians  are  to  be  praised.  Although  they  professed 
to  preserve  the  traditional  elements  of  dogma  as  a  whole,  they 
nevertheless  essentially  modified  them  by  perceiving  that  every 
spiritual  nature  is  a  person  and  that  what  gives  character  and 
value  to  the  person  is  feeling  and  will.  This  view,  which  was 
inherited  from  the  Adoptionists  and  Paul,  restores  to  the  Christian 
religion  its  strictly  spiritual  character.  But  the  Antiochians 
as  Easterns  were  able  to  get  possession  of  this  knowledge  only 
in  a  way  which  led  from  religion  to  moralism,  because  they 
based  the  spiritual  on  freedom,  while  again  they  understood 
freedom  in  the  sense  of  independence  even  in  relation  to  God. 
It  was  Augustine  in  his  thought  of  liberty  as  "  adhaerere  deo" 
and  as  u  necessitas  boni  "  who  first  united  the  most  ardent  piety 
with  the  recognition  of  Christianity  as  the  spiritual-moral  religion. 
It  is,  however,  worth  remembering  that  alone  of  all  the  Easterns 
the  Antiochians  and  the  theologians  who  sympathised  with  them 
took  an  interest  in  the  Augustinian-Pelagian  controversy — 
though  they  undoubtedly  sided  with  Pelagius.  For  this  interest 
proves  that  spite  of  the  Eastern  fog  of  mysteries,  they  were 
accessible  to  the  freer  air  in  which  that  controversy  was  fought  out. 
Their  opponents  in  the  East  wished  to  have  mystery  and  spiritual 
freedom  side  by  side  ;  they,  however,  strove  to  lift  the  whole 
of  religion  up  into  the  sphere  of  the  latter — and  they  led  it  in 
the  direction  of  moralism. '  What  confused  the  Antiochian 

1  Compare,  above  all,  the  full  Confession  of  Theodore  in  Mansi  IV.,  p.  1347  sq. 
(Hahn,  §  139)  which  gives  an  admirable  view  of  the  Christology  of  Theodore  and 
of  its  tendency.  The  word  o-vvxKTSTdat  (<TVV&$SIOI)  occurs  more  than  a  dozen  times 
(so  far  as  I  know  the  word  is  first  found  within  Christology  in  a  fragment  of 
Hippolytus  [ed.  Lagarde,  p.  202];  7vx  6  TT  pcaroroxoi;  ®eov  KPUTOTOXU  xv&fuirta  <rvv- 
ctTTTtnevoi;  SeixSy,  Julius  Afr.  in  his  letter  to  Aristides  [ed.  Spitta,  p.  121]  uses 
ffvvxQeiot  in  the  sense  of  blood-relationship);  Ao'ycs  cevSpuxov  fi\y$e  reAtiov  ex  trirsp- 
PXTOS  '6vrx  'A/3p«*/x  xxt  A«t//3  is  the  principal  thesis  (also  reAstov  TJJV  <f>«/<r/v).  The 
exaltation  is  strongly  emphasised;  then  we  have:  Sszerxi  Ttjv  irxpx 


172  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [CHAP.  in. 

theology  and  involved  it  in  contradictions  was  apparently  the 
load  of  tradition,  i.e.,  the  adhesion  to  the  belief  that  Jesus 
Christ  possessed  a  divine  nature.  This  belief,  however,  constituted 


jo-/v,  ut;  x^wfuffrov  Trpo?  T>JV  Setxv  fyvo-iv  e%,ci>v  TJJV  trvvxtyeixv, 
xvxQopS  ®eov  xxi  evvoia  Trxertjf  XUTUI  TV\$  KTitreu$  T*JV  TrpoffHVvytriv  xTroveftovo'tit;. 
Kau  olfrs  $vo  tyxiJ.lv  vlov$  oi/Ve  Svo  xvpiov$  .  .  .  xvpios  HUT'  ovtrtxv  6  ®ed$  Aoyo?,  w 
<rvv^fj,fj.svo^  re  xxt  i*.eTS%(av  QSOT^TO^  xoiveave'i  T%G  viov  Trpotryyopfxi;  re  xxt  TI/J.^^'  xxi 
Six  TOVTO  OVTE  ovo  (px/^v  viovc,  otire  Svo  xupiov$.  In  what  follows  the  doctrine  of 
the  two  sons  is  again  disowned  and  this  with  a  certain  irritation,  as  is  also  the 
idea  that  our  Sonship  can  be  compared  with  that  of  Christ,  (fj-ovoi;  s^xiperov  'e%cav 
TOVTO  ev  Ty  7rpb$  TOV  &eov  A^ycv  rvvxtysia  rv}$  TS  vltryros  text  X«/P/^TJJTO?  /06£T£%wi/T 
avxtpel  fji.lv  TTXffxv  svvoixv  $vx$a$  vluv  re  xxi  xvpi'wv).  Theodore  thus  did  not  teach 
the  doctrine  of  two  sons,  one  natural  and  one  adopted,  but  that  of  one  son 
who  communicated  his  name,  his  authority,  and  his  glory  to  the  man  Jesus  in 
virtue  of  the  crvvxQeix.  This  was  indeed  the  impossible  shift  of  one  in  a  dilemma.  At 
the  end  of  the  Creed  the  doctrine  of  the  two  Adams  —  a  specially  Antiochian  doctrine 
cf.  Apoll.  —  and  that  of  the  two  states  are  developed  in  detail.  The  commentaries  of 
Theodore  ought  to  be  studied  in  order  that  it  may  be  seen  how  yvuw  and  i^i^a-n;  — 
as  opposed  to  Qv<ri$  —  were  for  him  the  main  thing.  Both  in  our  case  and  in  that  of 
Christ  everything  was  to  depend  upon  freedom,  disposition,  and  the  direction  of  the 
will.  In  what  follows  I  quote  some  passages  from  the  dogmatic  works  of  Theodore 
by  way  of  explaining  and  illustrating  the  account  given  in  the  text;  Diodorus  is  in 
complete  agreement  with  Theodore  so  far  as  it  is  still  possible  for  us  to  check 
his  statements.  Theodore,  de  myster.  I.  13  (Swete,  p.  332):  "Angelus  diaboli  est 
Samosatenus  Paulus,  qui  purum  hominem  dicere  praesumpsit  dominum  J.  Chr.  et 
negavit  existentiam  divinitatis  unigeniti,  quse  est  ante  saecula";  cf.  adv.  Apollin.  3 
(Swete,  p.  318),  where  Theodore  places  Paul  together  with  Theodotus  and  Artemon 
and  condemns  him.  Theodore,  Trepi  evxvipwvja-eus  1.  I  (Swete,  p.  291):  "  prsecipuutn 
Christo  prseter  ceteros  homines  non  aliquo  puro  honore  ex  deo  pervenit,  sicut  in 
ceteris  hominibus,  sed  per  unitatem  ad  deum  verbum,  per  quam  omnis  honoris  ei 
particeps  est  post  in  ccelum  ascensum";  1.  2  (p.  291):  "homo  Jesus  similiter  omnibus 
hominibus,  nihil  differens  connaturalibus  hominibus,  quam  quia  ipsi  gratiam  dedit; 
gratia  autem  data  naturam  non  immutat,  sed  post  mortis  destructionem  donavit  ei  deus 
nomen  supra  omne  nomen  .  .  .  o  gratia,  quse  superavit  omnem  naturam  !  .  .  .  sed  mei 
fratres  dicunt  mihi:  "non  separa  hominem  et  deum,  sed  unum  eundemque  dicT 
hominem  dicens  connaturalem  mihi  deum";  si  dicam  connaturalem  deum,  die  quo- 
modo  homo  et  deus  unum  est?  numquid  una  natura  hominis  etdei,  domini  et  servi, 
factoris  et  facturse?  homo  homini  consubstantialis  est,  deus  autem  deo  consubstan- 
tialis  est.  Quomodo  igitur  homo  et  deus  unum  per  unitatem  esse  potest,  qui  salvificat 
et  qui  salvificatur,  qui  ante  saecula  est  et  qui  ex  Maria  adparuit"?  1.  c.  1.  2  (p.  292): 
"  quando  naturas  quisque  discernit,  alterum  et  alterum  necessario  invenit  .  .  .  hoc 
interim  item  persona  idem  ipse  invenitur,  nequequam  confusis  naturis,  sed  propter 
adunationem  quae  facta  est  adsumpti  et  adsumentis  ...  sic  neque  naturarum  con- 
fusio  net  neque  personae  quaedam  prava  divisio,  maneat  enim  et  naturarum  ratio 
inconfusa  et  indivisa  cognoscatur  esse  persona;  illud  quidem  proprietate  naturae... 
illud  autem  adunatione  personae,  in  una  adpellatione  totius  considerata  sive  adsu 
mentis  sive  etiam  adsumpti  natura";  1.  c.  1.  7  (p.  294):  ova-ix  fj.lv  olv  beyeiv  svoi- 
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the  strong  foundation  of  the  theology  of  their  opponents.    Their 
Christology    was    built    up   on  this  thesis.     For  the  Antiochians 

xe7v  TOV  &ebv  TWV  xTrpeTTfa-TXTWv  e<rTiv  .  .  .  olJre  oltri/z  Asyeiv  oilre  (JLV}V  evepys/x  otov 
re  Troieltrbxi  TOV  ®ebv  TV]V  evoixya-iv  (both  would  draw  him  into  the  sphere  of  xvxyxy 
and  limit  him).  AijAov  ovv  ug  evSoxix  heyeiv  yivstrQxi  TJJV  evoixyeiv  7rpo<rv]xii,  evSoxix 
o%  AeysTxi  y  xpto-TYi  xxi  xxbhio-Ty  di^t/fftf  rov  ®eov  ijv  xv  TroijtryTxi  xpeo-Qeit,  Tolt; 
xvxxelo-^xi  XVTU  eo-TrovSxxoo-iv  XTTO  TOV  ev  xxi  xxAx  Soxelv  XVTOI  irepi  XVTMV  .  .  . 
xTreipot;  /lev  yxp  wv  6  ®ebi;  xxi  xTrspiypxfyos  TVJV  tyviriv  Trxpeo-Tiv  ro7?  TTXCTIV  Ty  $£ 
evSoxix  TUV  /lev  eo-Tiv  /zaxpav,  TUV  $e  eyyvs.  This  svolmfft^  however,  as  is  shewn 
in  what  follows,  has  different  rpOTroi;  in  its  unique  and  perfect  form  it  is  in  the 
"Son"  only;  1.  c.  (p.  297):  'Itjo-ot/c  Ss  vpoexovTev  ...  %xpiTi  7rxpx®eS> — %xptrt  Se, 
xxoAovftov  Ty  ffuvsyet  xxi  Ty  yvuirei  ryv  xpeTyv  /J.STIUV,  e%  fa  v\  Trxpx  TOJ  ®eS>  %,&(<.$ 
adnia  Tyv  TrpoffQyxyv  eAx/tfixvev  .  .  .  SyAov  Se  xpx  xixe7vo,  uc,  TJJV  xpeTyv  xxpi(3e<rTep6v 
TS  xxi  ij.trx  TTtetovot;  svhypov  T>K  evxepeixs  y  ro7?  Ao/5ro7ij  xvQpuToti;  yv  Svvxrdv, 
'6<fiA  xxi  XXTX  Trpoyvwffiv  TOV  OTfolbt;  Tit;  SO-TXI  evtuirxi;  XVTOV  6  ®ebs  Aoyo?  exurZ  ev  XVTYI 
i;  xpx,y,  [j-et^ovx  Trxpe'i^sv  TVJV  Trotf  SXVTOV  /rvvep'yeixv  7rpb$  Tyv  TUV  SEOVTGIV 
.  .  .  i/vftjTO  (Ji.lv  yxp  t%  xp%y<;  TW  ®gSi  6  Ajf^^'S  XXTX  TTpoyvutriv  Iv  xuTy 

ifl    SlXTf^XITSI    T%S    /tyTpXG    TVjV    XXTXp%yV    TYjC,     ivto<T£(ti$    $S%X/JIEVOS;    1,     C.     1.     8.    (p.  299)  '. 

$e  we,  TO  TVIS  fvwtrsiai;  etyxpiJio^ov  Six  yxp  TXVT*I$  <rvvx%Se'iirxi  xi  tyvtreistv 
XXTX  Tyv  'evwtriv  XTriTSteo-xv  (Matt.  XIX.  6,  is  now  brought  in  as  an 
analogy;  we  also  no  longer  speak  XXTX  TOV  T^C,  evutreut;  Aoyov  of  two  persons, 
but  of  one,  JtjAcvtf-n  TUV  tyvo-suv  Sixxexpi/tsvav ;  OTXV  i^ev  yxp  TXI;  <pva-si$  Sixxpi- 
v,  reheixv  T^V  Qvo-iv  TOV  ®eov  hoyov  tyx/iev,  xxi  Tsheiov  TO  Trpda-WTrov  ovSt  yxp 

v  etrTiv  v7r6<rTX(riv  eiTrsiv  T(A>/dEV  Ss  xxi  ryv  TOV  xvQpctiTrou  fyviriv  xxi  TO 
Q{j.oiwc;  OTXV  /JLSVTOI  ITT/  Ttjv  <rvvx$etxv  xKi$u[jiev,  ^v  TTPOVUTTOV  TOTS  Q/x/Jiev: 
1.  c.  1.  9  (p.  300):  Aoyoc  o"^P?  eyevtTO — svTXvQx  TO  '••eyevsTo'"  ov§a/j.£s  sTspaa; 
AsyetrSxi  $VVX/ASVOV  si/pyxx/tfv  >j  XXTX  TO  Soxetv  ...  TO  Soxefv  ov  XXTX  TO  [J.vj  £iAy<psvxi 
<rxpxx  xAyfa,  aAA*  XXTX  TO  (J.vi  yeyevvja-^xi'.  OTXV  (j.ev  yxp  "eAajSsv"  Af yy,  ov  XXTX 
TO  Soxs7v  xhhx  XXTX  TO  xhy$s$  Afiyf/-  OTXV  5s  "  eyeveTO  ",  TOTS  XXTX  TO  Soxelv  ov 
yxp  (JLtTSTroivify  elt;  irxpxx,  1.  c.  1.  IO  (p.  301):  xxTxfisfiyxev  s%  oupxvov  (4tv  T$  si$ 
TOV  xvQp&jTrov  evoix-jo-ei  'etTTiv  Se  ev  ovpxvui  TU>  XTrepiypxtpca  T%C  (pvareut;  TTXO-IV  Trxptav  ; 
1.  c.  1.  12  (p.  303):  aA^3>5  vlbv  heyca  TOV  Ty  tyva-ixy  yevvvj<rei  T^V  VIOT^TX  xexTy- 
fj.evov  £7ro/j.evuif  Se  cruve7ri§e%6(4evov  Ty  <rvmx(rix  xxi  TOV  XXTX  xAyfaixv  ri)£  x%ix<; 
peT£%ovTX  Ty  Trpo?  XUTOV  eviixrei.  For  the  explanations  given  of  Luke  I.  31  f .  ;  I 
Tim.  III.  16;  Matt.  III.  14,  IV.  4,  see  p.  306  f.,  1.  c.  1.  12  (p.  308):  evua-xi;  XVTOV 
fX'JTut  Ty  <r%£Ve<  rif?  yvia/^i;,  i^si^cvx  TIVX  7rxp£7%£v  xuTta  T*IV  %xpiv,  w?  TVJ?  elt; 
XVTOV  %izpiTO(;  eii;  TTXVTXI;  TOVQ  e£yi;  $iae$o6yr0(jt,evtic  xvQpuTrovs'  o&£v  xxi  T^V  irspi  TX 
xxhx  TrpoSto-iv  xxspxiov  OMTU>  SiefyvhXTTev,  see  the  sequel  where  the  thought  is 
developed  that  the  man  Jesus  voluntarily  willed  the  good,  his  will  being  protected 
by  the  God-Logos;  1.  c.  1.  15  (p.  309):  "  utrumque  iuste  films  vocatur,  una  existente 
persona,  quam  adunatio  naturarum  effecit"  1.  c.  c.  15  (p.  310):  Mary  may  as  well 
be  called  QSOTOXOG  as  «vflpw;roTdx0s,  but  the  latter  Ty  Qvret  TOV  irpxypxrot  the 
former  Ty  xvxfyopSi.  Adv.  Apollin.  1.  c.  (p.  313):  the  distinction  between  vaeof  (the 
man  Jesus)  and  6  ev  vxS>  ®eb<;  Ao'yo?'  next:  EO-TIV  {J.ev  yxp  XVOJTOV  TO  TOV  ®eov  ex 
Tjf?  TfxpSevov  yeyevvytr6xi  Keyetv.  In  the  eighth  Sermon  of  the  "Catechism"  Theo 
dore  has  employed  the  Aristotelian  category  "secundum  aliquid"  in  order  to  shew, 
that  a  thing  may  be  a  unity  in  one  respect  and  a  duality  in  another. 
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it  was  simply  a  fact  to  which  they  had  to  adapt  themselves, 
although  they  had  not  themselves  felt  its  truth  in  this  form. 
The  view  adopted  by  the  Alexandrians,  above  all  by  Cyril, 
is  undoubtedly  the  ancient  view,  that  namely  of  Irenaeus,  Atha- 
nasius,  and  the  Cappadocians,  even  when  we  make  allowance 
for  the  falsification  of  tradition  by  the  Apollinarians.  The  interest 
they  had  in  seeing  in  Christ  the  most  perfect  unity  of  the 
divine  and  human,  and  therefore  their  interest  in  the  reality  of 
our  redemption,  determined  the  character  of  the  development 
of  the  doctrines.  Up  till  the  year  431,  and  even  beyond  that 
time,  this  was  wanting  in  formal  thoroughness  and  scientific 
precision.  This  is  as  little  an  accident  as  the  fact  that  Atha- 
nasius  supplied  no  scientific  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  The  belief 
in  the  real  incarnation  of  God  was  only  capable  of  the  scientific 
treatment  which  Apollinaris  had  given  it.  If  this  were  forbidden 
then  theologians  were  debarred  from  all  treatment  of  the  sub 
ject  with  the  exception  of  the  merely  analytic  and  descriptive 
or  scholastic  mode  of  treatment.  This  latter  was  not,  however, 
yet  in  existence.  But  also  apart  from  this,  belief  in  the  real 
incarnation  simply  demanded  a  forcible  and  definite  statement 
of  the  secret,  nothing  more :  <ri®7ry  TrpotTKuvfltrQu  TO  appyrov — let 
the  secret  be  adored  in  silence.  We  must  live  in  the  feeling 
of  this  secret.  This  is  why  Cyril  also  stated  his  faith  in  what 
was  essentially  a  polemical  form  only ;  he  would  not  have  taken 
long  to  have  given  a  purely  positive  statement  of  it.  There 
fore  it  is  that  without  knowing  it  he  has  recourse  to  Apollina- 
rian  works  when  he  wishes  to  bring  forward  a  plain  and  intel 
ligible  formula  in  opposition  to  the  Antiochians  and  so  to  make 
the  mystery  clearer — and  he  is  continually  in  danger  of  over 
stepping  the  limits  of  his  own  religious  thought — and  therefore 
it  is  finally,  that  his  terminology  has  so  little  fixity  about  it.1 

i  In  many  respects  his  language  is  more  certain  than  that  of  the  Cappadocians 
and  Athanasius:  he  no  longer  speaks,  so  far  as  I  know,  of  mingling,  fusion  and 
so  on,  but  in  other  respects  his  language  is  not  behind  theirs  in  uncertainty,  and 
in  denying  "freedom"  to  Christ,  he  comes  nearer  to  Apollinaris  than  they,  for 
they  in  fact  made  use  also  of  the  conception  of  "two  natures."  The  works  of 
Cyril  are  in  Aubert.  Vol.  VI.  and  VII.,  Migne  Vols.  75—77-  Most  of  what  bears 
on  the  subject  under  discussion  will  be  found  also  in  Mansi  T.  IV.,  V.  Specially 
notable  are  his  letters  to  the  Egyptian  monks,  to  Nestorius  (3)  to  John  of  Antioch, 
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Still  he  vindicated  the  religious  thought  of  Greek  piety:  ("If 
the  God-Logos  did  not  suffer  for  us  in  a  human  way  then  He 
did  not  accomplish  our  salvation  in  a  divine  way,  and  if  He 
was  only  man  or  a  mere  instrument  then  we  are  not  truly 
redeemed."  "  Our  Immanuel  would  not  in  any  way  have  benefit 
ed  us  by  His  death  if  He  had  been  a  man;  but  we  are  re 
deemed  because  the  God-Logos  gave  His  own  body  to  death.") 
Neither  Cyril's  personal  character  nor  the  way  in  which  he 
devised  and  carried  on  the  controversy  ought  to  be  allowed  to 
lead  us  astray  as  regards  this  fact :  for  his  Christianity  did  not 
succeed  in  making  him  just. 

It  was  as  easy  for  Cyril  to  formulate  the  thought  of  faith  as 
it  was  for  Athanasius  and  the  Cappadocians.  Faith  does  not 
in  his  case  start  from  the  historical  Christ,  but  from  the  Qebg 
Xoyog,  and  is  occupied  only  with  Him.  By  the  Incarnation  the 
God-Logos  incorporated  with  Himself  the  whole  human  nature 
and  still  remained  the  same.  He  did  not  transform  Himself, 
but  He  took  up  humanity  into  the  unity  of  His  substance, 
without  losing  any  of  it ;  on  the  contrary,  He  honoured  it  and 
raised  it  into  His  divine  substance.  He  is  the  same  with  human 
nature  as  He  was  before  the  Incarnation,  the  one  indivisible 
subject  which  merely  added  something  to  itself  just  in  order 
to  take  up  into  its  nature  this  something  thus  added.  Every 
thing  which  the  human  body  and  the  human  soul  of  the 
God-Logos  endured,  He  Himself  endured,  for  they  are  His 
body  and  His  soul. '  The  characteristic  moments  in  this 

to  Succensus  (2)  to  the  Constantinopolitan  and  Alexandrian  Churches,  the  liber  de 
recta  in  Jesum  fide  addressed  to  Theodosius,  the  book  and  the  oration  on  the  same 
subject  addressed  to  the  Empress,  the  explanation  of  the  12  anathemas  and  their 
vindication  as  against  Theodoret,  the  five  books  against  Nestorius,  the  dialogue 
on  the  Incarnation  of  the  only-begotten,  the  other  dialogue:  "On  fJ$  6  XPHTTJS 
and  the  tractate  X.XTX  ruv  /tztj  fiovhoftevuv  ofj.oho'ye'iv  &eor6xov  rijv  aey'im  vtxpievov. 
On  Cyril's  theology  see  Dorner,  Thomasius,  (Christology)  and  H.  Schultz.  Koppalik, 
Cyril,  Mainz  1881.  That  the  work  published  by  Mai  (Script.  Vet.  Nova  Coll.  I, 
VIII.)  ire  pi  TVIS  TOV  Kvpiov  kvaevdptair^a-swi;  does  not  belong  to  Cyril  has  been  shewn 
by  Ehrhard  (the  work  attributed  to  Cyril  of  Alex,  ire  pi  r.  r.  xvp-  evocvS.,  a  work 
of  Theodoret  of  Cyrus.  Tubingen,  1888).  In  this  treatise  will  be  found  a  full  and 
thorough  account  of  the  Christological  formulae  of  Cyril. 

1  I  purposely  cite  no  passages;  they  would  not,  taken  separately,  prove  the 
doctrine  here  summarised,  but  would,  on  the  contrary,  point  now  in  one  direction 
and  now  in  another.  That  the  group  of  phrases  given  in  the  text  embodies  Cyril's 
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conception  are  "one  and  the  same"  (sJt;  xxt  o  <XUTO<;)  that 
is,  the  God-Logos,  "the  making  the  flesh  His  own  by  way  of 
accommodation"  (I5/#v  Troislv  ryv  ffxpxat  oixovof&ix£a$)t  "He  remem 
bered  who  He  was "  (ftsftsvyxs  orrsp  yv),  "  out  of  two  natures 
one"  (f'x  $uo  Qvtrsuv  sit;},  or  "the  joining  of  two  natures  in  an 
unbroken  union  without  confusion  and  unchangeably  "  (<ruveteu<ri<; 
duo  (pi/pew  naP  evusriv  aSixvTTUGTOv  civvy %VT 'as  xa]  arpsTTTui;),  "the 
Logos  with  His  own  flesh  "  (6  Xoyoe;  (ASTU  T%  l$ta<;  <r<xpxo<;),  hence 
the  "physical  union"  (evuvis  Qvcnxy)  or  "hypostatic  union"  (tap 
uirJffTaffiv),  and  finally,  "one  nature  of  the  God-Logos  made 
flesh  "  (pia.  (pv<rti;  TOV  &soi>  hoyov  <r6ffatpxttf*evij)t  l  yet  "  not  so  that  the 
difference  of  the  two  natures  is  done  away  with  by  the  union ' 
(ovx?  uq  Tys  ruv  Quffeuv  ^i»Qopciq  avypyfASvys  $ttx  ryv  warn). 
Cyril  scarcely  touched  upon  the  distinction  between  (pu<ri<; 
(ov<rti»)  and  turd/Trans,  which  had  nevertheless  already  come  to 
be  current  among  the  Antiochians  so  far  as  Christology  was  con 
cerned  ;  still  he  never  says  "  of  two  hypostases  "  (sx,  $vo  vTrotrTtzvfuv) 
or  "  a  union  in  nature "  (Hvu<ri<;  KKTOI,  Qvtriv). 2  He  was  not  able 
to  make  that  distinction,  because  in  his  view  (putm;  and  v7ro<7Ta<rit; 
meant  the  same  thing  as  applied  to  the  divine  nature,  but  not 
as  applied  to  the  human.  What  rather  is  really  characteristic 
in  Cyril's  position  is  his  express  rejection  of  the  view  that  an 
individual  man  was  present  in  Christ,  although  he  attributes  to 
Christ  all  the  elements  of  mans  nature. 3  For  Cyril,  however, 
everything  depends  on  the  possibility  and  actuality  of  such  a 
human  nature,  on  the  fact,  namely,  that  in  Christ  a  hypostatic 
union  was  reached  and  that  this  union  forthwith  purified  and 

view  and  in  a  measure  embodies  it  completely,  will  be  allowed  by  everyone 
acquainted  with  the  subject.  Nor  as  regards  Christology  can  I  hope  much  from  a 
careful  monograph  on  Cyril  on  the  lines  of  a  history  of  dogma,  such  as  has 
recently  been  asked  for;  for  beyond  what  is  adduced  above  Cyril  had  no  theolo 
gical  interest ;  his  way  of  formulating  his  views  might,  however,  easily  lead  to  his 
having  a  very  complicated  "Christology"  attributed  to  him. 

1  According    to    an    expression    taken    from  a  work  of  Apollinaris  which  Cyril 
considered  as  Athanasian,  because  the  Apollinarians  had  fathered  it  on  Athanasius. 

2  See  Loofs,  Leontius,  p.  45. 

3  The  Ep.  ad  Succens.  supplies  the  most  important  proof-passages  here.  Cyril's 
thought    is  that  the  substance  (outrix)  of  the  human  nature  in  Christ  does  not  sub 
sist    on    its    own    account,  but  that  it  is  nevertheless  not  imperfect  since  it  has  its 
subsisting    element    in    the    God-Logos.     This    either    means    nothing    at    all  or  it 
is  Apollinarianism. 
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transfigured  human  nature  generally.  Christ  can  be  the  second 
Adam  for  men  only  if  they  belong  to  him  in  a  material  sense 
as  they  did  to  the  first  Adam,  and  they  do  belong  to  Him 
materially  only  if  He  was  not  an  individual  man  like  Peter  and 
Paul,  but  the  real  beginner  of  a  new  humanity.  Cyril's  view, 
moreover,  was  determined  as  a  whole  by  the  realistic  thought  of 
of  redemption.  '  Still  it  is  not  a  matter  of  accident  that  he  so 
frequently  uses  (rap!;  for  "human  nature",  although  in  opposition 
to  Apollinaris  he  acknowledged  the  human  conscious  soul  in 
Christ.  It  was  only  <rxp^  that  he  could  freely  employ  straight 
off  in  this  connection,  not  Trvwpx  and  "4;i>%y.  The  proposition 
that  before  the  Incarnation  there  were  two  Quests,  but  after 
it  only  one,  is,  however,  of  special  importance  for  Cyril's  con 
ception  of  the  Incarnation.  This  perverse  formula,  which  Cyril 
repeats  and  varies  endlessly,  regards  the  humanity  of  Christ  as 
having  existed  before  the  Incarnation,  and  therefore  in  accordance 
with  the  Platonic  metaphysic,  but  does  not  do  away  with  the 
humanity  after  the  Incarnation,  on  the  contrary,  it  merely  transfers 
it  entirely  to  the  substance  of  the  God-Logos.  Both  natures  are 
now  to  be  distinguished  faupia  ftovy  —  a  phrase  which  he  uses 
very  frequently,  i.e.,  it  is  in  virtue  of  the  physical  or  natural 
unity  that  the  Logos  has  actually  become  man.  This  physical 
unity  does  not,  however,  mean  that  the  Godhead  thereby  be 
comes  capable  of  suffering:  but  the  Logos  suffers  in  His  own 
flesh  and  was  born  of  Mary  as  regards  His  own  humanity.  He 
is  thus  God  crucified,  (®sbc  vrxvpaQsit;)  —  the  Logos  suffered  with 
out  suffering,  i.e.,  in  His  flesh  (STTX&SV  o  hoyoi;  xTrxQus,  i..e,  sv 
rrxpxl)—a.nd  Mary  is  CSOTOKO<;,  in  so  far  as  the  <r«p£  which  she 
bore  constitutes  an  indissoluble  unity  with  the  Logos.  (What 
belonged  to  the  Logos  thus  became  the  property  of  the  human 
ity,  and  again  what  belonged  to  the  humanity  became  the  property 
of  the  Logos  —  ysyovs  roivuv  'feix  ftsv  rov  hdyov  rx  rij<;  AvdpeawoTijTOg, 
rye;  &v6pU7TOTt}TQg  rx  xvrou  hoyou).  Therefore  this 


1  Orat.  ad  imp.  Theodos.  19,  20  (Mansi  IV.  641):  An  apparent  body  would 
have  been  sufficient  if  the  God-Logos  had  merely  required  to  show  us  the  path  to 
the  angelic  life.  But  He  became  a  perfect  man,  'Ax  TJ?«  (J-lv  eveio-xxTOv  Qiopxt;  TO 
•yvfivov  y>fj.uv  xxxMciZy  rupx,  TJJ  xafl'  evutriv  otxovopi'x  TJJV  ISfxv  xlrta  £wi}v  (Wf/C, 
•4>t/%»fv  $t  ISfeev  xvdpwirivviv  votovpevos  xftxprixe  xvrijv  ivoQjvy  xpfirrovx,  rij?  li/xf 
TS  KXI  XTPITTTOV,  olxTrep  epi'u  @x$jv,  lyxxTXXpuirxs  XVT%. 
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of  Christ  can  in  the  Lord's  Supper  be  the  means  of  producing 
divine  life,  although  it  has  not  disappeared  as  human  flesh.1 

Is  this  conception  Monophysitism  ?  It  is  necessary  to  distinguish 

here  between  the  phraseology  and  what  is  actually  stated.     As 

regards  their  actual  substance  all  conceptions  may  be  described 

as  Monophysite  or  Apollinarian  which  reject  the  idea  that  Christ 

was  an  individual  man;  for  between  the  doctrine  of  the  hypostatic 

union    and    the    most    logical    Apthartodocetism   there  are  only 

grades  of  difference.  No  hard  and  fast  line  can  be  drawn  here, 

although    very    different    forms  of  monophysitism  were  possible 

according  as  the  consequences  of  the  Incarnation  for  the  divinity 

of   Christ    on   the  one  hand,  or  for  His  humanity  on  the  other 

were  conceived  of  in  a  concrete  way  and  definitely  stated.  But 

according  to  ecclesiastical  phraseology  only  those  parties  are  to  be 

described    as    monophysite    who  rejected  the  deliverance  of  the 

Council    of    Chalcedon.     But    this    deliverance    presupposes    the 

existence    of   factors    which    did    not    yet  lie  within  the  mental 

horizon    of  Cyril.     In  these  circumstances  we  must  content  our 

selves    with  saying  that  nowhere  did  Cyril  intentionally  deviate 

to  the  right  hand,   or  to  the  left,  from  the  line  of  thought  followed 

by    the    Greek    Church    and    its  great  Fathers  in  their  doctrine 

of   redemption.     He  was  a  Monophysite  in  so  far  as  he  taught 

that  the  Logos  after  the  Incarnation  continues  to  have  as  before 

one  nature  only;  but  as  the  opponent  of  Apollinaris  he  did  not 

wish    to    mix  the  human  nature  with  the  divine  in  Christ.  2  The 

assertion    of    a    perfect    humanity,    unmingled    natures,  must  be 

allowed    to  stand,  for  it  is  really  impossible  to  put  in  an  intel- 

1  Cyril  connected  the  Christological  dogma  in  the  form  in  which  he  put  it,  with 
the  Lord's  Supper  and  also  with  baptism. 

2  Similarly   also  Loofs  op.  cit.,  p.  48  f.     As  Loofs  rightly  remarks,  the  distinc 
tion    between     the    natures  which  Cyril  wished  to  have  made  was  nevertheless  not 
one  solely  in  thought,  but  I  cannot  find  any  word  which  expresses  what  he  wanted. 
It  is  obvious  that  as  regards  the  docetic  and  Apollinarian  ideas  (apparent-humanity, 
xpa<ri(,    <7t/y%t/o-<s,    rpoTr^),   which  were  current  and  which  were  still  widely  spread 
at  the  time,  Cyril's  influence  was  of  a  wholesome  kind.     It  is  wonderful  how  firm 
he  was  here.     Perhaps  it  is  herein  that  his  greatest  significance  lies.     And  yet  the 
best   of  what  he  had  he  had  got  from  Apollinaris.      Moreover,  before  Cyril,  Didy- 
mus     in     Alexandria    had    already    put    together    and    used    the    words    arpsirruGj 
aKTwy%vTU(;    in    his    formula  for  the  Incarnation;  see  Vol.  III.,  p.  299.    They  were 
therefore  not  a  monopoly  of  the  Antiochians. 
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ligible  form  any  part  of  these  speculations  which  treat  of  sub 
stances  as  if  they  had  no  connection  whatever  with  a  living 
person.  It  is  really  not  any  more  difficult  to  put  up  with  the 
contradiction  here  than  it  is  to  tolerate  the  whole  method  of 
looking  at  the  question.  Both  constitute  the  great  mystery  of 
the  faith.  Monophysitism,  which  limits  itself  to  the  statement 
that  in  Christ  out  of  two  perfect  natures,  divinity  and  humanity, 
one  composite  or  incarnate  divine  nature  has  come  into  existence, 
and  which  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  idea  of  a  free  will ' 
in  Christ,  is  dogmatically  consistent.  It  has  indeed  no  longer 
the  logical  satisfying  clearness  of  the  Apollinarian  thesis;  it 
involves  an  additional  mystery,  or  a  logical  contradiction,  still 
in  return  for  this  it  definitely  put  into  words  the  by  no  means 
unimportant  element  of  "perfect  humanity".  But  this  Mono 
physitism,  when  distinctly  formulated  as  svutris  QuetKy,  certainly 
made  it  plain  to  the  Greeks  themselves  that  it  was  no  longer 
possible  to  reconcile  the  Christ  of  faith  with  the  picture  of 
Christ  given  in  the  Gospels ;  for  the  idea  of  the  physical  unity 
of  the  two  natures  and  of  the  interchange  of  properties,  which 
Cyril  had  worked  out  in  a  strict  fashion,  swallowed  up  what  of 
the  human  remained  in  Him.  Arrived  at  this  point  three  possible 
courses  were  open.  It  was  necessary  either  to  revise  the  doctrine 
of  redemption  and  perfection  which  had  the  above-mentioned 
statement  as  its  logical  result — a  thing  which  was  not  to  be  thought 
of, — or  else  theologians  would  have  to  make  up  their  minds 
still  further  to  adapt  the  picture  of  the  historical  Christ  to  the 

1  Like  Apollinaris,  Cyril  also  regarded  with  the  deepest  abhorrence  the  thought  that 
Christ  possessed  a  free  will.  Everything  seemed  to  them  to  be  made  uncertain  if 
Christ  was  not  aTpexToi;.  We  can  quite  understand  this  feeling;  for  all  belief  in 
Christ  as  Redeemer  is,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  indifferent  to  the  idea  that  Christ 
might  have  done  other  than  He  did.  But  that  age  was  in  the  direst  dilemma; 
for  "  freedom "  was  at  that  time  the  only  formula  for  the  "  personality "  of  the 
creature,  and  yet  it  at  the  same  time  necessarily  involved  the  capability  of  sin.  In 
this  dilemma  the  true  believers  resolved  to  deny  freedom  to  Christ.  With  these 
accordingly  the  Apollinarians  who  had  been  excluded  from  the  Church  were  able 
once  more  to  unite.  "All  with  the  exception  of  a  few,"  writes  Theodoret  H.  E.  V.  3, 
cf.  V.  37,  "came  over  to  the  Church  and  again  took  part  in  Church  fellowship; 
they  had  not,  however,  all  the  same,  got  rid  of  their  earlier  disease,  but  still  infected 
many  with  it  who  before  had  been  sound.  From  this  root  there  sprang  up  in 
the  Church  the  doctrine  of  the  pi*  rfc  rxpxos  xaet  -rfa  Ssdr^rog  <J></<r<?,  which  attri 
butes  suffering  to  the  Godhead  too  of  the  only  begotten." 
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dogmatic  idea,  i.e.,  to  destroy  it  altogether,  which  was  logical 
Monophysitism,  or  finally,  it  would  be  necessary  to  discover  a 
word,  or  a  formula,  which  would  mark  off  the  dogma  of  faith 
from  Apollinarianism  with  still  greater  sharpness  than  had  been 
done  by  the  catchword  "perfect  humanity".  It  was  therefore 
necessary  to  intensify  the  contradictions  still  further,  so  that  it 
was  no  longer  only  the  concrete  union  of  the  natures  which 
appeared  as  the  secret,  but  the  conception  of  the  union  itself  al 
ready  involved  a  contradictio  in  adjecto  and  became  a  mystery. 
If  it  could  be  maintained  that  the  natures  had  become  united 
without  being  united,  then  on  the  outside  everything  seemed 
to  be  as  it  should  be,  and  Apollinaris  was  as  certainly  beaten 
as  Paul  of  Samosata — and  this  was  maintained.  But  certainly 
no  pupil  of  Athanasius  or  Cyril  hit  on  a  notion  such  as  this, 
which  paralysed  the  force  of  the  thought:  hoyoq  trapxuQsit;.  A 
danger  lurked  here  which  had  finally  a  momentous  result.  The 
expression  of  the  faith  which  was  constantly  being  burdened 
with  fresh  contradictions  so  that  no  legitimate  element  might  be 
wanting  to  it,  had  to  forfeit  its  strength. '  Its  place  was  finally 
taken  by  a  complicated  formula  which  it  was  no  longer  possible 
to  make  one's  own  through  feeling,  the  mystery  of  conceptions 
put  in  the  form  of  concrete  ideas.  If  theologians  might  no  longer 
teach  as  Apollinaris  taught  and  in  fact  no  longer  quite  in  the 
way  in  which  Cyril  taught,  they  saw  themselves  under  the 
necessity  of  using  a  complicated  formula.  But  to  begin  with  it 
seemed  as  if  Cyril  had  carried  his  point.2 

The  controversy  broke  out  in  Constantinople  and  was  through 
out  carried  on  with  ambitious  designs  and  for  the  purposes  of 
ecclesiastical  policy.  In  the  person  of  Nestorius  an  ascetic 
Antiochian  was  again  raised  to  the  dignity  of  Bishop  of  Con 
stantinople  (428).  The  bishop  of  the  capital  just  because  he  was 

1  Thomasius  in  his  description  of  the  Christology  of  Cyril  sees  only  difficulties, 
but    no    contradictions.     Nor  has  he  fully  understood  the  relation  between  Apolli 
naris  and  Cyril. 

2  Cyril    never    sought  subsequently  to  tone  down  in  appearance  the  paradox  of 
the  mystery  of  the  Incarnation   by  means  of  logical  distinctions.     In  this  connection 
it  is  important  to  note  that  he  allows  that  Nestorius  wishes  a  evwav?  TWV  Trpoo-airwv 
(Ep.    ad    C  P.    Mansi   IV.,    p.  1005),  but  that  he  himself  rejects  such  a  union  be 
cause  the  important  thing  is  the  union  of  the  natures. 
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the  bishop  was  an  object  of  jealousy  to  the  Alexandrian  Patriarch 
and  as  an  Antiochian  he  was  doubly  so.  A  conceited  preacher  and 
one  who  plumed  himself  on  being  an  enemy  of  heretics,  but 
not  a  man  with  any  meanness  about  him,  Nestorius,  who  was 
supported  by  his  presbyter  Anastasius,  gave  offence  in  the  capital 
by  using  the  catchwords  of  the  Antiochian  dogmatic  and  by 
the  contest  he  engaged  in  against  the  description  of  Mary  as 
Qsoroxog.  With  great  frankness  Nestorius  described  the  statements 
regarding  the  God  who  was  wrapped  in  swaddling  clothes  and 
fastened  to  the  Cross,  as  heathen  fables.  His  Christology1  was 
that  of  Theodore ;  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  developed  it  further ; 
on  the  contrary,  one  can  see  the  influence  of  Chrysostom.  Nesto 
rius  seems  scarcely  to  have  mentioned  the  human  development 
of  Jesus,  and  he  seems  to  have  laid  greater  emphasis  on  the 
idea  of  the  union  than  Theodore  ("one  Christ"),  if  also  only 
in  the  form  of  the  (rvvuQsia  and  7rpo<ncvvy<rt<; ;  but  he  was,  above 
all,  concerned  in  getting  rid  of  "the  corruption  of  Arius  and  Apol- 
linaris."  Cyril  took  advantage  of  the  excitement  in  the  Capital, 
which  would  perhaps  have  quieted  down  spite  of  some  unruly 
priests  and  monks,  in  order  to  stir  up  the  Egyptian  monks,  the 
Egyptian  clergy  in  Constantinople,  and  the  imperial  ladies.  The 
result  was  an  angry  correspondence  with  Nestorius,  who  was, 
moreover,  protected  by  the  Emperor.  Cyril  wrote  in  a  more 
dignified  way  than  his  rival,  but  the  hierarchs  since  the  days 
of  Cyprian  had  always  known  better  how  to  take  up  an  outwardly 
dignified  attitude  than  their  opponents.  The  narrow-minded 
patriarch  of  the  capital  was  characterised  by  a  simple  pride. " 
He  expressed  himself  in  an  inconsiderate  and  imprudent  way 

1  Some  of  his  writings  in  Mansi  IV.,  V.,  see  also  VI.,  VII.,  IX.    On  the  beginning 
of  the  controversy  Socrat.  H.  E.  VII.  29  sq.  cf.  the  letters  of  Ccelestin  and  Vincent. 
Common.    17    sq.     The    sermons    of   Nestorius,  above  all,  deserve  attention.     The 
history    is    in    Hefele,    op.  cit.  II.  2,  pp.   141 — 288,  who  is  indeed  wholly  biassed. 
See  Walch,  Ketzergesch.,  Vol.  V. ;  Largent,  S.  Cyrille  et  le  concile  d'Jiphese  (Rev. 
des  quest,  hist.,  1872,  July).  Older  accounts  by  Tillemont  and  Gibbon. 

2  Luther    ("Von   den    Cone.    u.  K  K.  ",  Vol.  25,  pp.  304  ff.,  307),  falling  back 
on    Socrates,    has    rehabilitated   Nestorius:    "One  can  see  from  this  that  Nestorius, 
though  a  proud  and  foolish  bishop,  is  in  earnest  about  Christ;  but  in  his  folly  he 
does  not  know  what  he  is  saying  and  how  he  is  saying  it,  like  one  who  was  not 
able    to  speak  properly  of  such  things  and  yet  wished  to  speak  as  if  he  knew  all 
about  it. 
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in  his  letters,  and  his  conduct  in  his  diocese  was  no  less  in 
considerate  and  imprudent,  for  there  he  went  on  with  the  work 
of  deposition  and  attacked  "  Apollinarianism  "  as  if  it  had  been 
a  red  rag. 

The  formulae  employed  by  the  two  opponents  were  no  longer 
very  different.  Everything  depended  on  how  they  were  accent 
uated.  Both  spoke  of  two  natures  and  one  Christ,  and  the  one 
wished  as  little  to  be  an  Apollinarian  as  the  other  did  to  be  a 
"blasphemous"1  Samosatene.  Cyril  did  not  deny  that  the  God 
head  was  incapable  of  suffering,  and  Nestorius  was  prepared  to 
use  even  the  formula  Qeoroxoc;  with  a  qualification. "  But  in  reality 
they  were  undoubtedly  separated  from  each  other  by  a  deep  gulf 
represented  in  the  former  case  by  the  evutrii;  Qvtrixy,  (the  physical 
union,)  and  in  the  latter  by  the  svccrtt;  KCLTO,  <ruva(p£iav,  (the  union 
by  combination,)  and  they  can  scarcely  be  blamed  if  they  indulged 
in  specious  arguments ;  for  both  views  were  intelligible  only 
when  one  went  behind  the  formulae,  and  in  the  case  of  many 
if  not  actually  in  that  of  the  leaders,  ideas  which  went  a  great 
deal  further  were  as  a  matter  of  fact  concealed  behind  the 
formulae. 3  Nestorius  addressed  himself  to  the  Roman  bishop 
Ccelestin  as  a  colleague  of  co-ordinate  rank,  Cyril  did  the  same 
soon  after  as  an  informant  moved  by  a  sense  of  duty,  and 
therewith  the  controversy  came  to  have  a  universal  importance. 
But  owing  to  the  interference  of  the  Roman  bishop  on  behalf 
of  Cyril  it  also  took  a  wholly  unexpected  turn ;  for  there  is  not 

1  So  Nestorius  himself  in  the  third  letter  to  Ccelestin. 

2  This    was  the  case  from  the  first;  see  already  the  first  letter  to  Ccelestin.     In 
the    third    letter    he    proposed    to    the    Pope  that  the  latter  should  see  that  neither 
QeoTOxos    nor    <xv&pu7roT6KO$    was    used,    but  %pnrTOTOxos  5    "  This  controversy  about 
words,"  he  adds  moreover,  "will  not  in  my  opinion  occasion  any  difficult  enquiry 
at    the    Council    nor    will  it  interfere  with  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ." 

3  In  this  contest  Nestorius  directs  his  attack  against  Photinianism,  as  representing 
the  idea  that  the  Word  had  first  originated  with  the  Virgin,  against  Apollinarianism, 
against  the  idea  that  the  flesh  of  Christ  was  no  longer  flesh  after  the  Resurrection, 
and    therefore    against    the    "  deificatio  "    of  the  flesh,  and  against  the  mingling  of 
the  natures  (first  letter  to  Ccelestin).     As  a  matter  of  fact  nothing  of  all  this  applied 
to    Cyril.    The  latter  fought  against  Nestorius  as  if  it  were  a  matter  of  combating 
Paul    of   Samosata,    and    in    this    Ccelestin  made  common  cause  with  him  (see  his 
first   letter   to   the    Church  of  Constantinople  c.  3).     The  real  difference  was:  Did 
God  become  man  or  did  He  not? 
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perhaps  in  the  history  of  dogma  a  second  fact  of  equal  import 
ance  which  so  thoroughly  deserves  to  be  pronounced  a  scandal 
nor  one  which  at  the  same  is  so  little  to  the  credit  of  its  author, 
as  the  interference  of  the  Pope  on  behalf  of  Cyril. 

He  had  indeed  sufficient  reason  for  doing  this.  Since  the 
time  of  Athanasius  and  Julius,  and  in  fact  from  the  days  even 
of  Demetrius  and  Fabian,  it  had  always  been  the  traditional 
dogmatic  policy  of  the  Roman  Chair  to  support  the  Alexandrian 
Patriarch,  as  conversely  the  latter  in  his  struggle  against  the 
ambitious  patriarch  of  New  Rome  necessarily  looked  for  his 
natural  ally  in  old  Rome.1  Further  Nestorius  had  shewn  him 
self  unwilling  to  excommunicate  right  off  the  Pelagians  who 
had  been  condemned  by  the  Pope  and  who  had  fled  to  Con 
stantinople.  Finally,  he  had  not  in  his  writing  generally  given 
token  of  the  submission  which  the  Apostolic  Chair  already 
demanded.  But  what  does  that  signify  in  face  of  the  fact  that 
Coelestin  in  interfering  on  behalf  of  Cyril  disowned  his  western 
view  and  in  the  most  frivolous  fashion  condemned  Nestorius 
without  having  considered  his  teaching.  That  he  did  both  things 
tnay  be  easily  shewn.  In  his  letter  to  the  Pope  Nestorius  laid 
before  the  latter  the  formula  "  utraque  natura  quae  per  conjunc- 
tionem  summam  et  inconfusam  in  una  persona  unigeniti  adoratur  " 
("the  two  natures  which,  perfectly  joined  together  and  without 
confusion,  are  adored  in  the  one  person  of  the  only-begotten  "). 
This  was  substantially  the  Western  formula,  and  Coelestin  him 
self  held  no  other  view. 3  He  did  not,  however,  trouble  himself 

1  The  solidarity  between  Rome  and  Alexandria  is  emphasised  also  in  the  letters 
of  Ccelestin  to  Cyril  (I.  i),  to  John  of  Antioch  (c.  2)  and  to  Nestorius  (c.  11). 

*    Ep.  II.  Nest,  ad  Coelest.  (Mansi  IV.,  p.   1024.) 

3  It  was  substantially  the  Western  formula:  see  on  this  above,  p.  145,  and 
Reuter,  Ztschr.  fur  K.-G.  VI.,  p.  156  ff.  Augustine,  Coslestin's  authority,  had 
taught  the  doctrine  of  una  persona  and  two  natures,  or  still  more  frequently  the 
;tduse  substantiae"  which  corresponds  more  closely  with  the  Western  conception; 
he  had  further  used  fc'deus  (ex  patre)  et  homo  (ex  matre),  or  "verbum  et  homo" 
or  "deus-homo."  He  had  rejected  every  view  which  taught  the  changeableness 
of  God,  and  explained  that  the  "forma  dei"  remained  together  with  the  "forma 
servi"  after  the  '-assumptio  carnis".  He  had  not  himself  questioned  the  relative 
correctness  of  the  idea  of  the  indwelling  of  the  Godhead  in  Christ  after  the 
fashion  of  the  indwelling  of  the  Godhead  in  believers,  i.e.,  as  in  a  temple,  if  he 
also  clung  to  the  view  that  the  Word  became  flesh.  It  is  undoubted  that  accord- 
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about  the  formula,  put  his  own  Christology  on  one  side  and 
declared  in  favour  of  Cyril,  while  he  made  everything  depend 
on  the  one  point  "  faorfaoe"  in  order  at  least  to  produce  an 
appearance  of  difference,  although  this  was  just  the  very  point 
regarding  which  Nestorius  was  prepared  to  make  concessions. 

ing  to  Augustine,  "  Christ  is  the  collective  person  comprising  a  duality  "  in  con 
nection  with  which  we  have  to  distinguish  between  what  relates  to  the  forma  dei 
and  the  forma  servi.  It  is  only  with  certain  qualifications  that  the  formula  "God 
was  crucified"  is  to  be  employed,  the  perfectly  correct  statement  is  only  "Christus 
crucifixus  est  in  forma  servi."  The  passages  in  which  Augustine  speaks  of  "caro 
dei",  "natus  ex  femina  deus"  etc.,  are  extremely  rare,  and  for  him  these  formulae 
have  in  my  opinion  no  real  importance;  for  the  reconciling  work  of  Christ  belongs 
according  to  Augustine  to  his  humanity ;  see  above.  Here  he  is  therefore  in  agree 
ment  with  the  Antiochians.  (The  fact  that  in  one  passage  Augustine,  like  Tertullian, 
speaks  of  "mingling",  is  of  no  importance).  We  meet  with  the  same  thing  in 
Ambrose  (de  incarn.  Sacram.)  and  again  in  Vincentius  and  Leo  I.  They  all  go 
back  together  to  Tertullian  (see  above).  Ambrose  like  Augustine  speaks  of  two 
substances  ( natures)  and  he  is  "still  more  zealously  intent  than  the  latter  in  pre 
serving  the  two  in  their  integrity":  "Servemus  distinctionem  divinitatis  et  carnis." 
Apollinaris  has  no  more  violent  opponent  than  Ambrose.  According  to  him  the 
Johannine  "becoming  flesh''  first  gets  its  true  meaning  through  "He  dwelt  among 
us."  When  we  speak  of  the  death  and  passion  of  Christ  we  ought  to  add  "  secun- 
dum  carnem".  And  naturally  in  this  connection  emphasis  is  also  laid  on  the 
"unus  et  idem",  but  the  co-existence  of  the  formse  dei  et  servi  is  maintained. 
And  here,  as  in  Augustine,  we  meet  with  the  formula  that  the  Logos  assumed  a 
man.  In  fact  Ambrose,  the  keenest  opponent  of  Apollinaris,  turned  against  the 
xvrtfj.eTX(TTXffi^  TUV  bvofj.»ruv  as  against  a  dangerous,  Apollinarian  mode  of  speech, 
and  went  so  far  in  regard  to  the  distinction  of  the  natures  as  even  to  hazard 
(c.  2,  §  13)  the  bold  statement:  "Fieri  non  protest,  ut,  per  quern  sunt  omnia,  sit 
unus  ex  nobis."  (More  detailed  information  in  Forster,  Ambrosius,  p.  128  f.,  136  f.) 
The  remaining  evidence,  moreover,  which  we  possess  in  the  shape  of  Papal  letters 
etc.,  proves  that  the  Westerns  since  the  time  of  Tertullian  and  Novatian — in  the 
latter  also  we  find  the  "  utraque  substantia"  (not  "natura")  and  the  "sociatus  homo 
et  deus  " — possessed  a  christological  formula  on  which  they  were  all  agreed,  based 
on  their  creed,  and  to  which  they  had  strictly  adhered,  (see  the  admirable  remarks 
of  Reuter  op.  cit.  p.  191  f.).  This  form  was  closely  akin  to  that  of  the  Antiochi 
ans,  although  it  rested  on  a  different  oasis.  The  Antiochians,  without  being  in 
fluenced  by  the  West,  had  reached  quite  independently  the  formula  "two  natures, 
one  person."  Not  only  the  "mild"  Antiochians  (Loofs  op.  cit.,  p.  49  f.),  but 
Theodore  also  (see  above)  and  Nestorius  had  employed  it.  We  must  certainly 
admit  that  there  is  a  radical  difference,  the  Antiochian  formula  would  strictly  have  run 
thus :  The  two  natures,  which  are  two  hypostases,  constitute  together  one  prosopon 
or  person  who  is  to  be  adored,  *>.,  in  the  view  of  the  Antiochians  nature  and 
hypostasis  coincided  and  the  undivided  subject  possessed  its  unity  only  in  the 
union,  the  name,  in  the  position  of  authority  and  in  adoration.  On  the  other 
hand  we  should  have  to  paraphrase  the  Western  form  of  the  doctrine  which  was 
outlined  by  Tertullian,  developed  by  Ambrose  and  handed  on  to  the  theologians 
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The  Pope  had  determined  to  put  down  Nestorius.  A  Roman 
Synod  (430)  demanded  of  him  immediate  recantation  on  pain 
of  excommunication.  As  if  by  way  of  insult  Cyril  was  charged 
by  the  Pope  himself  with  the  duty  of  carrying  the  sentence 
out.  Nestorius  himself,  whose  Church  was  revolutionised,  now 

of  subsequent  times,  thus :  Jesus  Christ  as  one  and  the  same  possesses  two  sub 
stances  (properties)  or  two  co-existent  forms  (status,  forma).  The  difference  is  ob 
vious  at  the  first  glance.  The  former  formula  is  of  a  speculative  kind  and  from 
general  conceptions  constructs  a  personal  being,  the  latter  on  the  contrary  assigns 
"the  state  of  life"  to  a  person,  it  is,  so  to  speak  (see  above),  of  a  legal  or  politi 
cal  kind.  The  two  formulae  are  thus  quite  disparate  (the  Antiochian  and  Alexan 
drian  are  on  the  contrary  formally  similar)  and  therefore  it  is  very  possible  that 
the  Western  form  in  fine,  considered  from  the  religious  point  of  view,  contains  a 
side  which  is  more  akin  to  the  Alexandrian  than  to  the  Antiochian  form.  But  in 
the  formulae  Nestorius  was  in  agreement  with  Ccelestin,  and  it  cannot  be  proved 
that  the  Pope  was  able  to  look  behind  the  formulae  (see  the  "  simplicior  "  in  Mansi  V., 
p.  702).  In  fact  the  opposite  can  be  proved.  In  all  his  numerous  letters  he  took 
good  care  in  connection  with  this  affair  not  to  state  his  own  Christological  view. 
If  anything  escapes  him  it  does  not  remind  us  at  all  of  Cyril's  views,  see,  e.g., 
the  letter  to  the  Church  of  Constantinople  (Mansi  IV.,  p.  1044) :  "  Nestorius  denies 
that  the  Logos  assumed  a  man  for  our  sakes."  He  fastens  solely  on  the  6sor6xof 
to  which  objection  had  been  taken  by  Nestorius  and  he  adduces  a  sort  of  argument 
in  proof  of  its  antiquity  taken  from  a  poem  of  Ambrose.  Beyond  this  nothing 
else  occurs  in  his  letters  to  shew  what  was  really  to  blame  in  the  Christology  of 
Nestorius.  In  place  of  this  he  from  the  very  start  loads  him  with  abuse,  with 
threats  from  the  Bible  and  with  imprecations  of  a  wholly  general  character,  denounces 
him  to  his  Church  as  a  heretic  and  writes  him  a  letter  (Mansi  IV.,  p.  1026  sq.), 
which  in  its  unfairness  and  bare-faced  audacity  is  one  of  the  vilest  compositions  we 
have  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries.  In  his  instructions  to  his  legates  too  and  in 
his  letter  to  the  Council,  he  carefully  guarded  against  using  any  Christological  formula 
at  all,  and  he  knew  very  well  why.  As  Nestorius  had  expressed  himself,  particularly 
towards  the  end,  his  Christology  came  so  near  to  that  of  Augustine  that  Ccelestin  at  all 
events  was  not  able  to  distinguish  the  one  from  the  other.  Ccelestin's  main  concern, 
however,  was  by  no  means  with  the  Christology,  but  rather  with  the  person  of  Nestorius 
because  the  latter  had  not  treated  the  Pelagians  ad  nutum  papa.  He  accordingly, 
instructed  his  legates  simply  to  take  Cyril's  side,  and  in  his  letter  to  the  Council 
contented  himself  with  an  exhortation  to  the  members  to  preserve  the  old  faith  without 
saying  what  the  old  faith  was.  There  is,  however,  not  the  slightest  ground  for  the  assump 
tion  that  Augustine's  affair  with  the  Gallican"  monk  and  presbyter  Leporius  (about 
426,  Mansi  IV.,  pp.  518,  519  sq.)  probably  had  an  influence  upon  Ccelestin.  This 
controversy,  which  was  quickly  settled,  undoubtedly  shews  that  on  the  basis  of  the 
formulae  of  Tertullian  and  Novatian,  discussions  regarding  the  mystery  of  the  person 
of  Christ  had  been  started  in  the  West  too,  which  led  to  considerable  division  of 
opinion,  and  that  in  opposition  to  this  the  Westerns  held  firmly  to  their  v'unus  et 
idem"  which,  however,  was  something  different  from  the  Antiochian  £v  irptruvov 
(Leporius  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  idea  of  a  deus  natus  et  passus;  Augustine 
and  Aurelius  of  Carthage  forced  him  to  recant:  the  Confession  of  Leporius  is  in 
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urged  the  Emperor  to  call  a  General  Council,  and  in  addition 
to  this  collected  a  number  of  accusations  against  Cyril  for  the 
way  in  which  he  had  discharged  the  duties  of  his  office.  To  the 
twelve  anathemas  which  an  Alexandrian  Council  under  the 
presidency  of  Cyril  had  served  on  him,  and  which  embodied 
the  teaching  of  Cyril  in  sharply  cut  phrases  (Qsordxoi; 
<Tot,pK»  yeyovoroi  rov  ex,  ®sou  hoyov — ivumq  x&Q* 

y  —  rap!;  rov  xvplov  ^UOTTOICK;,  —  the  mother  of  God  bore 
flesh  born  after  the  manner  of  flesh,  the  Logos  of  God — hypostatic 
union — natural  union — the  life-giving  flesh  of  the  Lord)  he  replied 
by  twelve  counter-anathemas. '  This  sealed  the  breach.  The 
Emperor,  displeased  with  Cyril,  summoned  a  Council  to  meet 
at  Ephesus  at  Whitsuntide  43 1 .  Cyril  who  appeared  with  some 
50  bishops,  here  shewed  how  an  Emperor,  such  as  Theodosius 
was,  ought  to  be  treated.  Without  waiting  for  the  arrival  of 
the  Syrians  under  John  of  Antioch,  the  cautious  friend  (?)  of 
Nestorius, "  the  Egyptian  party  supported  by  the  bishop  of 
Ephesus,  Memnon,  on  its  own  authority  and  spite  of  the  opposi 
tion  of  the  Imperial  commissioner,  constituted  itself  the  Council, 
treated  Nestorius  who  naturally  did  not  appear  at  this  meeting, 
but  waited  in  the  city  for  the  Syrians,  as  an  accused  person, 
approved  of  all  Cyril's  declarations  as  being  in  harmony  with 

Hahn,  Symbole  2,  §  138).  But  in  the  affair  with  Nestorius  Ccelestin  nowhere  referred 
to  the  heresy  of  Leporius  and  to  his  recantation.  The  commonitorium  of  Vincen- 
tius  best  shews  how  little  disposed  those  in  the  West  were  to  have  their  own 
Christological  form  of  doctrine  interfered  with  by  the  East  or  by  the  recognised 
Council  of  Ephesus.  In  this  book,  written  soon  after  431,  the  Creed  of  Ephesus  is 
highly  praised  and  Nestorius  is  abused,  but  at  the  same  time  the  Christological 
formula  of  Tertullian  and  no  other  is  used,  and  what  is  said  exhibits  complete  un 
certainty  regarding  the  teaching  of  Nestorius. 

1  Mansi    IV.,    pp.  1081  sq.,  1099  sq.,  Hahn,  §  142,   143.     In  the  third  thesis  of 
Nestorius  the  permanence  of  the  difference  of  the  two  natures  also  after  the  Incar 
nation    is  strongly  emphasised.     The  fifth  thesis  runs  thus :  "  Si  quis  post  assump- 
tionem   hominis    naturaliter    dei    filium  unum  esse  audet  dicere,  anathema  sit."     It 
is  the  most  questionable  one. 

2  John  of  Antioch  was  perhaps  also  one  of  the  false  friends  of  Nestorius.    The 
matter    is    still    not  quite  clear — spite  of  the  Coptic  sources  which  are  now  at  our 
command.     Probably    John  came  so  late  intentionally,  in  order  to  be  able  to  turn 
the  scale;  from  the  first  his  attitude  towards  Nestorius  had  been  an  equivocal  one. 
We    may  indeed  assume  that  he  wished  to  get  rid  both  of  Nestorius  and  of  Cyril 
in  order  to  secure  for  himself  the  supreme  influence  over  the  Church. 
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Holy  Scripture  and  the  Nicene  Creed,  pronounced  the  deposition 
of  Nestorius  and  declared  him  to  have  forfeited  priestly  fellow 
ship.  In  opposition  to  this  petty  assembly,  which  did  not  set  up  any 
new  creed,  but  which  on  the  contrary  took  up  the  position  that 
the  sole  question  had  reference  to  the  Nicene  Creed  which  was 
in  danger,  Nestorius  and  his  friends,  as  soon  as  the  Syrians 
arrived,  held  the  legal  Council  under  the  presidency  of  the 
Imperial  Commissioner  and  pronounced  sentence  of  deposition 
on  Cyril  and  Memnon.  It  was  only  now  that  the  Papal  legates 
arrived  in  Ephesus  and  they  at  once  took  the  side  of  Cyril.1 
In  accordance  with  their  instructions  they  reopened  the  case 
pro  forma,  in  order  to  exalt  the  authority  of  the  Apostolic 
Chair.  Cyril's  party  complied  with  this,  and  the  Legates  then 
agreed  to  everything  which  had  been  done,  after  all  the  docu 
ments  had  been  once  more  read  over.2  With  the  cry,  "the  whole 
Council  thanks  the  new  Paul  Coelestin,  the  new  Paul  Cyril, 
Ccelestin  the  guardian  of  the  faith,  Coelestin  who  concurs  with 
the  Council :  One  Coelestin,  one  Cyril,  one  faith  of  the  Council, 
one  faith  of  the  whole  world,"3  this  assembly  closed,  which  sought 
to  maintain  the  ancient  Nicene  faith  and  did  maintain  it,  at 
which,  however,  there  was  no  discussion,  but  at  which  unanim 
ity  was  reached  solely  on  the  basis  of  a  selection  of  authorities.  * 

1  Otherwise  the  Westerns  were  not  present  at  all. 

2  Besides    Ccelestin's  letter  to  the  Council  a  similar  one  from  the  Carthaginian 
Archbishop    Capreolus    who    excused    the  absence  of  the  Africans  was  read  again. 
This    letter    too    is  instructive  because  the  bishop  does  not  go  beyond  counselling 
that    no    change    should    be  made  on  the  ancient  faith.     He  expresses  no  opinion 
on  the  question  in  dispute,  (Mansi  IV.,  p.   1207  sq.). 

3  Mansi  1.  c.  p.  1287.  At  the  close  the  Council  did  the  Pope  the  further  favour 
of  condemning  the  Pelagians.    Thus  both  parties  were  quits.    Ccelestin  condemned 
Nestorius  without  knowing  what  his  teaching  was  and  thereby  disparaged  his  own 
doctrine,    and    the  followers  of  Cyril  condemned  the  Pelagians  without  thoroughly 
examining  their  theses  and  condemned  themselves  in  condemning  them.    We  may 
put    it    thus  and  yet  not  mistake  the  peculiar  solidarity  which  existed  between  the 
Antiochians    and    the    Pelagians ;    for    the    Ephesian  judges  knew  nothing  of  this. 
It  was  Cassian  who  first  drew  attention  to  it  (libr.  VII.,  de  incarn.  Chr.). 

4  See  the  Acts  in  Mansi;  Vicentius  too  in  the  so-called  Second  Commonitonum 
describes  the  procedure;  they  interrogated  antiquity.     "Peter  of  Alex.,  Athanasius, 
Theophilus  of  Alex.,  the  three  Cappadocians,  Felix  and  Julius  of  Rome  were  quoted 
at    Ephesus    as    teachers,    councillors,    witnesses    and   judges    (what,  however,    was 
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The  following  will  be  found  in  the  historical  accounts.  The 
Emperor,  instead  of  standing  up  for  the  right,  allowed  himself 
to  be  overawed.  At  first  it  is  true  the  resolutions  of  Cyril's 
Council  were  annulled,  but  thereafter  the  controversy  was  to  be 
settled  in  true  Byzantine  fashion  by  the  removal  of  the  leaders. 
The  Emperor  gave  the  force  of  law  both  to  the  deposition  of 
Cyril  and  Memnon  and  to  that  of  Nestorius.  The  Alexandrians,, 
however,  were  united  and  followed  one  master,  but  this  was  not 
the  case  with  the  opposite  party.  Nestorius  who  was  violent  but 
not  tenacious,  resigned ;  soon,  however,  his  isolation  was  to  change 
to  imprisonment.  In  the  eyes  of  the  Emperor  the  doctrine  which 
he  represented  was  by  no  means  condemned ;  but  Cyril  succeeded 
in  getting  permission  to  resume  possession  of  his  bishopric,  and 
by  means  of  intrigue  and  bribery  his  party  continued  more  and 
more  to  gain  ground  at  the  Court  and  the  capital.  Still  he  could  not 
reckon  on  a  victory  as  regards  the  dogmatic  question ;  he  had 
to  be  content  with  knowing  that  a  man  who  was  acceptable  to 
him  occupied  the  chair  of  Constantinople.  The  Emperor  sought 
to  bring  about  a  union,  and  the  friends  of  Nestorius  became 
disunited.  One  section  under  the  leadership  of  John  of  Antioch 
was  prepared  to  come  to  terms,  and  to  this  party  Theodoret,  * 
the  most  distinguished  Antiochian  scholar,  also  belonged,  though 
undoubtedly  with  a  certain  reserve.  Another  section  actively 
resisted.  Cyril's  behaviour  in  the  year  432 — 433  is  little  to  his 
credit.  To  him  it  was  of  more  importance  to  get  the  condemna 
tion  of  his  mortal  enemy,  Nestorius,  carried  through  in  the 
Church,  than  to  preserve  his  dogmatic  system  pure.  Thus  he 
subscribed  the  creed  submitted  by  the  moderate  Antiochians, 
without,  however,  retracting  his  earlier  opinions,  and  in  return 
for  this  got  some  of  the  heads  of  the  opposite  party,  above  all, 
John  of  Ephesus,  to  abandon  Nestorius.  Cyril  could  save  his 
consistency  by  interpreting  this  Antiochian  creed  in  accordance 
with  his  Christology;  the  friends  of  Nestorius  were  not  able  to 

quoted  from  them  originated  with  Apollinaris !),  and  also  Cyprian  and  Augustine." 
According  to  Vincentius  these  constituted  "the  hallowed  decalogue".  But  in 
addition  to  these  the  opinions  of  others  were  also  adduced. 

1  He  was  now  the  spiritual  leader  of  the  Antiochians.  He  fought  untiringly 
for  the  view  that  God  was  incapable  of  suffering. 
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escape  the  disgrace  which  they  had  brought  upon  themselves 
by  their  treachery  towards  their  ill-used  friend.  But  in  a  question 
which  was  for  him  a  matter  of  faith  Cyril  had  agreed  to  a  com 
promise,  in  proof  of  the  fact  that  all  hierarchs  are  open  to  convic 
tion  when  they  are  in  danger  of  losing  power  and  influence. l  He 
could,  moreover,  reckon  on  the  victory  of  his  opponents  being 
a  Pyrrhic  victory.  His  own  reputation  and  that  of  his  dogmatic 
system  went  on  increasing ;  thousands  of  monks  were  busy 
spreading  it,  and  Cyril  himself  was  constantly  working  at  the 
Court  and  in  Rome.  The  condemnation  of  Nestorius  was  followed 
by  the  most  disgraceful  treatment  of  the  unfortunate  bishop.  In 
consequence  of  the  confusion  which  arose  because  he  was 
condemned  while  his  teaching  was  tolerated  by  others,  the 
whole  party  was  weakened ;  the  strict  Nestorians  separated  from 
the  others,2  and  since  Cyril  had  not  been  under  the  necessity 

1  The  Creed  of  Union  is  in  Mansi  V.,  pp.  781,  291,  303.  (Hahn  §  99).  It  was 
composed  as  early  as  the  year  431,  probably  by  Theodore!,  and  was  sent  from 
Ephesus  to  be  submitted  to  the  Emperor,  Cyril  subscribed  it  in  the  year  433. 
The  Creed  is  a  dogmatic  work  of  art  in  which  the  Antiochians,  however,  could 
without  much  difficulty  recognise  their  views,  but  not  so  Cyril.  The  second,  and 
really  important  half  runs  thus :  Svo  yap  Qvo-ecav  'tvtaa-ts  yeyove-  Sib  evx  Xpttrrov, 
'tvot  viov,  '4vx  xvpiov  6iJ.ohoyovfJ.sv.  KXTX  TXVT^V  TJJV  TV\C,  x<rvy%vrov  svurewi;  evvotacv 
6(j.o^oyoviJ,sv  T*IV  xyixv  Trxpdevov  Qeoroxov,  [NTestorius  had  already  admitted  this, 
and  he  might  in  fact  have  subscribed  this  creed  without  any  scruples  of  con 
science]  Six  TO  rbv  Oebv  hoyov  o-xpxuS^vxi  xxt  evxvQpuTrya-xt,  xxi  e%  XVTVIG  rye; 
<7t/AAtj\j/£<w$  evutrxi  exvrca  TOV  H  xvTys  AyQ&evTX  vxov.  Txt;  Ze  svxyyshixxs  xxi 

XTTOO-TOAlXXi;     TTSpl      TOV      XVplOV     QuVXG  "urptV    TOV?    dgO^OyOVf    XvSpX?    TXG    (J.SV    XOIV07TOI- 

OVVTX$,  &$  e<£'  evo;  Trpoo'iiiTrov,  TXC,  $£  SixipovvTXt;,  tu$  eiri  Suo  Qvireuv  (Cyril  admitted 
that!)  KXI  TXS  ptv  SeoTrpsTi-i^t;  KXTX  Tyv  SSOT^TX  TOV  Xpia-Tov,  TXS  $t  TXTTSIVXI; 
XXTX  Tyv  xvQpci>7roT*iTX  XVTOV  vxpxSiSovTXi;.  This  formula  of  union  which  reflects 
no  discredit  on  the  Antiochians,  especially  as  they,  like  the  Arians  and  Semi-Arians 
before  them,  had  a  theological  rather  than  a  religious  interest  in  the  problem,  is 
markedly  different  from  the  later  Chalcedonian  formula.  It  does  not  abandon  an 
intelligible  position  as  that  was  understood  by  the  Antiochians.  Cyril  had  to 
content  himself  with  the  words  svtaa-i?  and  SSOTOXOI;  and  had  to  put  up  with  the 
absence  of  o-vvxQeix.  He  naturally  clung  firmly  to  the  plot  tavern;  o-e<rxpx(aiJ.evy, 
declaring  that  the  creed  of  union  merely  excluded  the  misinterpretations  of  the 
doctrine  he  had  hitherto  taught,  misinterpretations  which  he  had  himself  always 
disavowed;  in  fact  he  went  so  far  as  to  assert  that  the  Antiochians  too  understood  the 
difference  of  the  natures  after  the  incarnation  as  being  purely  a  distinction  in  thought. 
-  This  was  a  slow  process  which  began  with  the  emigration  to  Edessa  and  was 
concluded  only  at  the  end  of  the  fifth  century  with  the  formation  of  a  strictly 
exclusive  Nestorian  Church.  It  maintained  itself  in  the  extreme  East  of  Christen 
dom,  in  East  Syria  and  Persia,  and  soon  took  on  a  national  colouring;  on  the 
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of  retracting  anything,  he  was  able  to  direct  his  energies  towards 
getting  the  decrees  of  his  assembly  accepted  as  orthodox,  as 
ecumenical  decrees,  under  cover  of  the  union-creed.  He  did 
actually  succeed  in  a  few  years  in  getting  this  done  in  the  East. ; 
in  the  West  they  had  ranked  as  such  from  the  first.  The  situa 
tion  continued  to  be  perplexed  and  became  more  and  more 
disingenuous. 

§  2.      The  Eutychian   Controversy. 

Cyril  died  in  the  year  444 ;  there  were  in  his  own  party  some 
who  so  far  as  he  was  concerned  had  never  forgiven  him  the 
union  of  433  which  had  led  Cyril  to  agree  to  the  expression 
"duo  Qua-eis". l  His  successor  was  Dioscurus  who,  according  to 
the  testimony  of  his  own  adherents,  though  not  indeed  the  equal 
of  his  predecessor,  was  also  not  unlike  him.  The  Alexandrian 
bishops  from  Athanasius  to  Dioscurus  have  something  in  common. 
They  strove  to  make  themselves  the  masters  of  Egypt  and  the 
leaders  of  the  Church  of  the  East.  *  Their  resistance  to  the 
power  of  the  State  was  not  less  strong  than  their  hatred  of  the 

strongly  marked  national  consciousness  of  the  Nestorians  in  Church  matters,  see 
Horst,  Elias  von  Nisibis,  p.  112  if.  The  Emperor  Zeno  put  an  end  to  their  exist 
ence  in  the  Empire  in  489.  All  the  successors  of  Theodosius  II.  persecuted  them. 
How  the  latter  came  to  have  such  a  ferocious  hatred  of  Nestorius  whom  he  had 
once  protected  has  not,  however,  been  yet  explained.  The  Emperor  gave  orders 
that  all  the  writings  of  Nestorius  were  to  be  burned  and  that  his  followers  were 
to  be  called  "Simonists".  The  result  was  that  the  writings  of  Diodorus  and 
Theodore  were  all  the  more  eagerly  circulated  in  the  East  and  translated  into 
other  languages.  Edessa  in  particular  did  a  great  deal  in  the  way  of  getting  the 
Greek-Antiochian  literature  put  into  Syrian  (Persian,  Armenian).  Much  that  is  of 
a  free  and  antique  character  has  been  preserved  in  the  Nestorian-Persian  or  Chal 
dean  Church;  Assemani,  Bibl.  Orient.  III.,  2;  Silbernagl,  Kirchen  des  Orients 
p.  202  ff. ;  Kattenbusch,  op.  cic.  I.,  p.  226  ff.  For  the  history  of  dogma,  in  the  strict 
sense  of  the  word,  the  Nestorians  are  no  longer  of  any  importance. 

1  See  Isidor  Pelus.  epp.  I.,  Nos.  323,  334;  Acacius  of  Melitene,  ep.  ad  Cyril, 
in  Mansi  V.,  p.  860  (998  sq.).  Cyril  himself  (ep.  ad  Eulog.  Migne,  Vol.  77,  p.  225) 
says  that  people  are  now  speaking  reproachfully  of  him:  Six  rl  Suo  Qvo-ets  ovo- 
fj.a%6vT<av  XVTUV  t)veir%£To  %  xxt  eieyvtffe  6  T%$  'AAe%av3peice$.  Fuller  details  in, 
Ehrhard,  op.  cit.,  p.  42  f. 

3  See,  above  all,  the  Church  History  of  Socrates,  who  thoroughly  understood 
this  aspiration  of  theirs. 
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parvenu,  the  bishop  of  New  Rome,  whose  aspirations  after  power 
they  wished  to  put  a  stop  to.  We  can  only  compare  them  with 
the  great  Popes,  and  the  comparison  is  so  far  a  just  one  in 
asmuch  as  they  aimed  at  making  Egypt  a  sort  of  independent 
ecclesiastical  State.  Each  bishop  in  the  series  from  Athanasius 
to  Dioscurus  came  nearer  accomplishing  this  design. 1  In  follow 
ing  out  this  policy  they  relied  upon  three  powerful  forces,  on 
Greek  piety  and  monasticism,  on  the  masses  of  the  lower  classes, 
and  on  the  Roman  Bishop  who  had  an  equal  interest  in  keeping 
down  the  bishop  of  Constantinople,  and  in  making  head  against 
the  State.  In  the  respect  first  mentioned,  Theophilus'  change  of 
front  is  specially  characteristic.  He  abandoned  science,  i.e., 
Origenism,  as  soon  as  he  perceived  that  a  stronger  force  was 
present  in  the  Church, — namely,  the  orthodoxy  of  the  monks 
and  of  the  religious  communities.  From  that  time  onwards  the 
Alexandrian  bishop  stood  at  the  head  of  ecclesiastical  tradi 
tionalism  ;  he  decisively  rejected  Greek  science.  But  in  doing 
this  he  surrendered  what  was  an  important  element  in  the 
influence  he  could  exercise  on  the  rest  of  the  churches,  and 
the  loss  of  this  was  a  momentous  one.  He  became  a  national 
Coptic  bishop.  This  brings  us  to  the  second  point.  Like  all 

1  Of  all  the  great  bishops  of  the  Empire  the  Roman  and  Alexandrian  bishops 
alone  possessed  a  traditional  policy  which  was  strictly  adhered  to,  and  acted  in 
accordance  with  it.  They  accordingly  really  became  forces  in  history.  The  Chair 
of  Antioch  never  had  a  policy;  in  the  conflicts  with  the  Arians  it  became  a  mere 
puppet  after  the  Church  already  sixty  years  before  this  had  had  to  come  to  its 
assistance,  and  it  possessed  no  fixed  traditions.  The  position  taken  up  in  the 
Nestorian  controversy  by  the  feeble  and  unreliable  John  is  typical  of  the  bishops 
of  Antioch  (see  his  letter  to  Sixtus  of  Rome).  It  is  customary  to  complain  of  the 
hierarchial  imperiousness  of  Athanasius,  of  the  violent  actions  of  Theophilus,  Cyril, 
and  Dioscurus,  and  of  the  unfeeling  policy  of  the  Roman  bishops,  and  to  contrast 
them  with  the  Bishops  of  Antioch.  But  people  do  not  reflect  that  when  forces 
manifest  themselves  they  have  to  adapt  themselves  to  the  material  upon  which  they 
are  to  work,  and  quite  as  little  do  they  tiy  to  imagine  what  appearance  the  history 
of  the  Church  would  have  presented  without  the  "  violences"  of  the  Roman  and 
Alexandrian  bishops.  Those  who  at  the  present  day  complain,  together  with  their 
dogmatic  system,  would  not  at  all  events  have  been  here  at  all  if  these  tyrannical 
and  unfeeling  princes  of  the  Church  had  not  existed,  and  the  tame  dogmatic  of 
the  present  time  would  never  have  made  its  appearance  apart  from  the  fanatical 
dogmatic  of  those  despots.  It  may  be  incidentally  remarked  that  we  ought  hardly 
to  conclude  from  Mansi  VI.,  p.  1008,  that  Dioscurus  wished  to  restore  Origen's 
reputation. 
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despots,  the  great  Alexandrian  bishops  sought  the  support  of 
the  masses.  They  were  demagogues.  They  flattered  the  people 
and  sought  to  please  them,  while  they  hampered  and  crushed 
the  aristocracy  composed  of  the  bishops,  the  scholars  and  the 
upper  classes. 

Athanasius  had  already  begun  this  policy,  in  fact  he  was  not 
in  all  probability  the  first  to  follow  it.  Each  of  his  successors 
went  a  step  further  on  these  lines.  But  the  Copts  were  not  the 
Romans ;  the  master  of  the  eternal  city  could  always  think  of 
ruling  the  world.  A  Coptic  despot,  however,  who  had  rejected 
all  that  belonged  to  the  Greek  world,  could  only  dream  of 
world-empire.1  Cyril  had  the  Egyptian  clergy  and  people  com 
pletely  under  his  power;  but  the  less  wise  Dioscurus  by  his 
unconcealed  despotism  created  an  aristocratic  reaction  in  the 
country.  In  him  we  see  the  downfall  and  overthrow  of  the 
policy  of  the  Alexandrian  chair.  Had  he  been  a  man  like  Leo  I., 
Christianity  might  perhaps  have  got  a  second  Rome  in  Alexan 
dria. 2  But  there  was  no  room  in  the  world  for  two  such  chairs. 
The  traditional  policy  of  common  action  which  had  for  so  long 
united  Rome  and  Alexandria,  was  bound  to  reach  a  point  at 
which  it  turned  into  bitter  enmity.  The  Byzantine  patriarch 
accordingly  turned  this  enmity  to  account.  It  is  indeed  possible 
to  trace  back  the  whole  difference  between  the  Roman  and  the 
Alexandrian  bishop  to  the  brusque  and  imprudent  conduct  of 
Dioscurus,  or,  with  a  still  greater  show  of  justice,  to  Leo's  love 
of  power ; 3  but  this  would  be  to  take  a  narrow  view  of  the 

1  Hellenism    in    the  East  received  its  death-blow  owing  to  the  downfall  of  the 
Alexandrian  bishop  in  the  year  451;  with  Theophilus  the  process  of  estrangement 
between  the  Church  and  Hellenism  had  undoubtedly  already  begun. 

2  The    unique    position    of    the  Alexandrian  Chair  till  450  and  its  policy,  have 
up  till  now  not  had  justice  done  them  in  our  histories.     The  bishop  of  Alexandria 
ranked    as    the    second    in    Christendom    (see    above,   at    the    Council  of  381)  and 
corresponding  to  this  position  was  a  certain  right  which  is  indeed  difficult  to  define — 
of   oversight,  or  better,  the  exercise  of  an  oversight  over  the  churches  of  the  East 
in    the    Fourth    and    Fifth    centuries,    which    was    being    more    and    more  widely 
recognised.     The    Alexandrian    bishops    attempted    to    develop    the  position  which 
they  thus  occupied  to  a  position  of  primacy. 

3  Sixtus    III.,  Ccelestin's   successor,  as  his  letters  prove,  continued  on  the  best  of 
terms  with  Cyril  and  silently  repulsed  the  attempt  made  by  two  Nestorian  bishops, 
Eutherius    and    Helladius,    to    break    up  the  union  between  Rome  and  Alexandria 
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matter.  About  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century  the  Alexandrian 
bishop  was  on  the  point  of  becoming  master  of  Egypt  and  at 
the  same  time  master  of  the  East.  Rome  would  not  have  been 
Rome  if  she  had  looked  calmly  on  at  a  result  such  as  this,  to 
which  indeed  she  had  herself  contributed  so  long  as  she  was 
concerned  in  defending  herself  against  a  more  powerful  enemy. 
It  is  here  that  we  have  the  key  to  the  proper  understanding 
of  the  direction  taken  by  Roman  policy  in  the  East,  and  it  is 
owing  to  it  that  the  history  of  dogma  too  has  taken  a  wholly 
unexpected  turn.  For  once  that  opposition  had  sprung  up  be 
tween  Rome  and  Alexandria  it  could  not  be  but  that  the  profound 
dogmatic  difference  between  the  two  which  Ccelestin  had  dis 
regarded  in  order  to  humble  the  Emperor  and  the  Constantino- 
politan  bishop,  should  find  expression.  But  if  Rome  came  off" 
victorious,  then  the  dogmatic  development  of  the  East  was 
bound  to  enter  a  new,  and  what  was  essentially,  a  foreign 
channel.  Conversely  again,  the  permanent  victory  of  the  Second 
Council  of  Ephesur.  (449)  would,  owing  to  the  weakness  of  the 
State,  have  been  equivalent  to  the  victory  of  Egypt  in  the 
Church  and  probably  also  in  the  Empire ;  for  Empire  and  Emperor 
had  come  to  be  entirely  dependent  on  the  Church  which 
culminated  in  the  Alexandrian  chair  and  its  monks.  Pope  and 
Emperor  therefore  made  common  cause;  in  the  years  450 — 451 
they  had  a  common  enemy  and  realised  the  solidarity  of  their 
interests.  But  the  political  victory  of  Rome  did  not  correspond 
with  the  victory  of  Leo  in  the  dogmatic  question  over  the  East 
under  the  leadership  of  Alexandria.  The  Emperor  went  about 
the  matter  in  an  extremely  clever  way.  While  making  use  of 

(see  the  letter  of  the  two  amongst  the  letters  of  Sixtus).  His  epistle  to  John  of 
Ephesus  proves  (ep.  6)  that  he  had  inherited  his  predecessor's  hatred  of  Nestorius. 
On  the  other  hand  the  sole  letter  of  Leo  I.  to  Dioscurus  which  we  possess,  and 
which  was  written  soon  after  his  enthronement  (445),  surprises  us  by  its  tone  which 
recalls  the  letters  of  Victor  and  Stephanus,  and  by  its  demands.  Dioscurus  could 
not  have  forgotten  a  letter  such  as  this.  Still  it  is  not  till  the  time  of  the  Council 
of  Ephesus  that  we  have  plain  evidence  of  the  dissension  between  the  two  bishops 
(see  Leo's  ep.  43  sq.).  The  way  in  which  Dioscurus  treated  Leo's  epistle  and  the 
legates  secured  for  him  the  bitter  enmity  of  the  Pope.  The  question  now  was  :  Rome  or 
Alexandria?  Previous  to  this  Leo  himself,  like  his  predecessors,  had  in  Christology  used 
a  form  of  statement  which  was  Cyrillian,  or  Tertullian-Augustinian.  He  says  Serm. 
34.  4 :  "  dei  films  natune  carnis  immixtus",  and  23.  I :  "  nature  alteri  altera  miscebatur." 
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the  Roman  bishop  in  so  far  as  he  found  him  necessary  in  order 
to  carry  out  his  purpose,  which  was  to  deliver  the  Empire  and 
the    Church  from  the  despotism  of  Alexandria  based  as  it  was 
on  dogmatics,  he  at  the  same  time  deprived  him  of  the  power 
of   extending    in  any  way  his  influence  in  the  East  by  raising 
his  own  court-patriarch  to  a  position  of  equal  rank  and  import 
ance    with   the  Pope.     Simultaneously  with  the  downfall  of  his 
Alexandrian    colleague  Leo  I.   had  to  direct  his  attention  once 
more    to    his  Constantinopolitan   colleague,  behind  whom  stood 
no  less  a  person  than  the  Emperor  himself — the  Byzantine  idea 
of  the  state.  He  now  promptly  resumed  the  traditional  policy  of 
his    chair    and  sought  to  form  a  connection  with  Proterius,  the 
successor  of  Dioscurus.  He,  however,  no  longer  found  in  Alexan 
dria  a  powerful  monarch,  but  only  the  shadow  of  such  a  ruler, 
the   Melchitian  bishop  of  a  small  party  who  soon  fell  a  victim 
to  the  fanaticism  of  the  Egyptians.  But  on  the  other  hand  the 
Emperor    had    dearly    bought    his    victory    over    the  hankering 
after    independence    on  the  part  of  the  Church  in  the  East,  in 
the  form  in  which  it  had  been  fostered  by  the  monkish  church 
of  the  Copts  under  the  Alexandrian  patriarchs.  He  plunged  the 
East    into    a  state    of  frightful  confusion,  and  his  policy,  which 
was   a  clever  one  for  the  moment,  resulted  in  being  the  direst 
calamity  for  the  Eastern  Empire,  since  it  set  free  the  centrifugal 
and  national  forces  of  the  Eastern  provinces.  It  was  possible  to 
overthrow    the    Egyptian    ecclesiastical    State,   but  this  done,  it 
was    no    longer    possible  permanently  to  retain  Egypt.     It  was 
possible    to    deliver    the    Empire    and    Constantinople  from  the 
domination    of  a   dogmatic  which  was  hostile  to  the  State,  but 
it   was  not  possible  to  force  a  foreign  dogmatic  on  the  people 
of   the  East.    The  Roman  bishop,  however,  also  soon  saw  that 
he    was    further  from  the  attainment  of  his  aim  than  ever,  and 
the  proud  language  employed  by  Leo's  successors  towards  the 
Emperor    and  the  East  and  which  reminds  us  of  the  mediaeval 
Popes,  is  not  so  much  a  token  of  actual  power  as  a  proof  of  the 
breach  and  estrangement  between  East  and  West  which  had  occur 
red,  and  so  of  the  actual  powerlessness  of  Rome.    The  Emperor 
could    no    longer   get  at  the  Pope,  but  neither  could  the  Pope 
get  at  the  Emperor  and  the  East ;  he  came  to  have  no  influence. 
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A  section  of  the  Easterns  could  come  to  terms  with  the  dogmatic 
decree  of  Chalcedon — it  is  always  possible  to  come  to  terms 
with  dogmatic  decrees — and  while  acknowledging  its  authority 
could  nevertheless  give  expression  to  what  was  truly  essential 
in  the  Faith  of  the  East;  but  the  twenty-eighth  Canon  of  Chal 
cedon,  which  had  reference  to  the  Roman  bishop,  was  no 
"  noumenon  "  which  could  be  got  over  by  scholastic  refinement. 
Rome  had  the  satisfaction  of  having  dictated  its  Christological 
formula  to  the  Byzantine  State-Church,  just  as  it  had  previously 
taken  the  biggest  share  in  the  work  of  getting  the  Trinitarian 
formula  accepted,  but  this  very  Church  now  took  up  a  position 
of  extreme  isolation  relatively  to  Rome  and  the  West.  The 
Byzantine  Patriarch,  although  his  power  was  always  more  and 
more  restricted  within  the  domain  in  the  East  over  which  he 
ruled,  was  an  invincible  opponent;  for  he  was  simply  the  ex 
ponent  of  all  the  peculiar  powers  still  possessed  at  the  time 
by  the  State  of  Constantine  and  Theodosius  I.  and  by  the  Greek 
Church. 

This  is  the  general  outline  of  the  circumstances  we  have  to 
take  into  account  in  studying  the  history  of  the  "Eutychian 
Controversy."  What  happened  here  was,  mutatis  mutandis, 
repeated  in  the  controversy  about  images  in  so  far  as  the  State 
in  this  struggle  in  the  same  way  resisted  the  authority  of  the 
Church  which  sought  to  crush  it.  It  was  successful  in  both 
instances.  The  power  which  had  opposed  the  State  in  Egyptian 
Monophysitism  and  set  itself  against  it  in  the  matter  of  the 
adoration  of  images,  was  one  and  the  same.  But  the  nature 
of  the  victory  was  different  in  the  two  cases.  In  the  middle 
of  the  Fifth  Century  the  State,  unfortunately  for  itself,  did  not 
possess  the  power  of  putting  up  with  the  dogmatic  teaching  of 
its  opponent  while  humiliating  the  opponent  himself;  or  shall 
we  say :  it  did  not  think  of  the  power  it  had,  and  to  its  own 
loss  lent  an  ear  to  the  suggestions  of  a  foreign  power,  namely, 
the  Roman  bishop.  In  the  ninth  century,  however,  it  was  able 
to  let  its  opponent  have  its  own  way  in  the  domain  of  dogma 
and  worship — for  the  adoration  of  images  was  restored, — and 
yet  to  make  it  submit  to  its  laws  and  attach  it  to  its  interests. 
A  powerful  ruler,  who  would  have  accepted  the  dogmatic  decree 
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of  the  second  Council  of  Ephesus  but  who  would  have  been 
at  the  same  time  able  to  break  the  political  power  of  Dioscurus 
and  to  compel  the  monks  and  Copts  to  submit — would  per 
haps — if  it  is  permissible  to  make  such  a  reflection — have  been 
able  to  maintain  the  unity  of  the  Empire  of  Constantius  and 
to  preserve  for  the  Eastern  provinces  the  Graeco-Christian  cul 
ture.  Of  what  incalculable  importance  this  would  have  been! 
But  it  is  useless  to  pursue  a  line  of  thought  such  as  this. 

It  follows  from  these  considerations  that  the  history  of  dogma 
has  to  be  regarded  almost  exclusively  in  its  connection  with 
politics,  not  merely  after  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  but  already 
previous  to  this.  The  forces  which  from  444  onwards  determined 
the  great  decisions  and  actions  were  throughout  political.  It 
was  individuals  only  who  really  thought  of  the  Faith  when  they 
spoke  of  the  Faith ;  they  brought  about  crises,  but  they  no 
longer  determined  the  course  things  were  to  take.  Nor  is  it 
the  case  that  what  was  dogmatically  "the  right  thing"  gained 
acceptance  here  as  if  by  a  wonderful  arrangement  of  things ; 
for  if,  as  is  reasonable  to  suppose,  "the  right  thing"  here  can 
only  be  what  is  in  harmony  with  Greek  religious  feeling,  then 
it  did  not  gain  entire  acceptance.  And  in  pronouncing  an 
opinion  on  this,  whether  we  take  our  stand  at  a  very  much 
earlier  or  at  a  very  much  later  period,  it  may  certainly  be 
maintained  that  the  decision  of  Chalcedon  was  the  happiest 
amongst  those  that  were  at  all  possible  at  the  time ;  but  to  see 
this  can  in  no  way  alter  the  opinion  that  the  Council  of  Chalce 
don,  which  to  distinguish  it  from  the  Robber  Council l  we  might 
call  the  Robber  and  Traitor  Council,  betrayed  the  secret  of 
Greek  Faith.  It  is  only  with  the  forces  of  history  that  the 
historian  is  concerned ;  and  so,  from  about  444  onwards,  the 
political  historian  almost  entirely  takes  the  place  of  the  historian 
of  dogmas.  If  the  latter  is  willing  to  keep  strictly  to  his  own 
domain  but  a  small  extent  of  ground  is  left  to  him,  which, 
since  what  does  not  change  awakens  no  interest,  gets  smaller 
and  smaller  from  century  to  century. 


1    Thomasius  (Dogmengesch.  I.  2,  p.  367)  also  pronounces  the  Council  of  Chal 
cedon  "  hardly  less  stormy  "  than  that  of  the  year  449. 
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If  it  be  asked,  what  is  the  saddest  and  most  momentous 
event  in  the  history  of  dogma  since  the  condemnation  of  Paul 
of  Samosata,  we  must  point  to  the  union  of  the  year  433. 
The  shadow  of  this  occurrence  rests  on  the  whole  subsequent 
history  of  dogma.  '  It  bore  two  sorts  of  evil  fruit.  In  the  first 
place  it  permanently  prohibited  Greek  piety  from  establishing 
the  formula  which  was  alone  appropriate  to  it:  plot  (putru;  Qeov 
>,6yov  rrsvixpKu&wYi—ofte  incarnate  nature  of  the  divine  Logos. 
(The  relief  which  the  Creed  of  Ephesus  of  449  was  supposed 
to  bring,  came  too  late.)  In  the  second  place  it  introduced 
such  a  stagnation  into  the  dogmatic  question  that  every  one 
who  attempted  to  state  his  Christological  views  ran  the  risk  of 
being  regarded  as  a  heretic,  while  on  the  other  hand  people 
found  it  p  ossible  when  they  so  desired,  to  give  a  favourable 
turn  to  every  dogmatic  utterance.  It  threw  the  East  into 

1  The  documentary  material  bearing  on  the  Eutychian  controversy  has  been  for 
the  most  part  printed  in  Mansi  T.  V.  sq. ;  where  also  will  be  found  the  letters  of 
Leo  I.  (cf.  the  edition  of  Ballerini)  and  those  of  Theodoret  having  reference  to 
the  subject.  Historical  accounts  in 'Prosper,  Liberatus,  Facundus,  in  the  hist.  eccl. 
of  Zacharias  of  Mytilene  hitherto  published  only  in  Syrian,  in  the  breviculus 
hist.  Eutych.  (Sirmond's  App.  ad  Cod.  Theodos.),  in  Euagrius,  Theophanes,  and 
many  later  Greek  and  particularly  Oriental  chroniclers.  To  these  have  been  added 
in  recent  times,  apart  from  Zacharias  (see  Kriiger,  Monophys.  Streitigkeiten,  1884) 
first  of  all  the  hitherto  unknown  Appellations  of  Flavian  and  Eusebius  of  Dory- 
laum  to  Leo  I.  (see  Guerrino  Amelini,  S.  Leone  magno  e  TOriente.  Roma  1882, 
Grisar  i.  d.  Ztschr.  f.  Kath.  Theol.  VII.,  1883,  p.  191  f.,  Mommsen,  Neues  Archiv. 
XI.  2,  1886,  p.  361  f.) ;  second,  the  Acts  of  the  Robber-Council  according  to  a 
Syrian  MS.,  in  Geiman  by  Hoffmann  (Kiel  1873),  in  an  English  translation 
with  rich  additions  from  other  Syrian  MSS.  by  Perry,  The  Second  Synod  of 
Ephesus  1 88 1,  and  previously  published  by  the  same  writer,  An  Ancient  Syriac 
Docum.  etc.,  Oxford  1867;  Martin,  Actes  du  Brigand.  d'Ephese,  traduct.  faite  sur  le 
texte  Syriaque,  1875;  by  the  same,  Le  Pseudo-Synode  connu  dans  1'hist.  sous  le 
nom  de  Brigandage  d'Ephese,  etudie  d'apres  ses  actes  retrouve's  en  Syriaque,  1875, 
thirdly  the  publication  of  Revillout,  Recits  de  Dioscore,  exile  a  Gangres,  sur  le 
concile  de  Chalcedoine,  translated  into  French  from  the  Coptic,  (Rev.  Egyptol. 
1880,  p.  187  sq.,  1882,  p.  21  sq.,  1883,  p.  17  sq.);  see  Kriiger  op.  cit.  p.  12  f. 
Accounts  in  Baronius,  Tillemont,  Gibbon,  Walch,  Schrockh,  Neander  and  Hefele; 
cf.  the  works  on  Leo  I.  by  Quesnel,  Arendt,  Perthel.  Spite  of  these  works  we  do 
not  yet  possess  a  critical  account  of  the  history  of  the  Church  and  of  dogma  for 
the  all  important  years  previous  to  the  Council  of  Chalcedon.  The  most  important 
preliminary  work  in  this  direction  would  be  a  monograph  on  Theodoret,  the  man 
who  in  my  opinion  was  the  most  truth-loving  and  the  least  guided  by  consider 
ations  of  policy  of  the  Fathers  of  that  period.  This  has  been  done  by  a  Russian, 
Glubokowski  (see  above);  but  it  is  unfortunately  not  accessible  to  German  science. 
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a  state  of  confusion  and  made  of  Christology  an  armoury  of 
poisoned  weapons  for  the  warfare  of  ecclesiastical  politics.  A 
middle  party  was  formed  from  each  of  the  two  sides.  To  one 
of  these  Theodoret  belonged,  and  to  another  Dioscurus  (Cyril). 
But  the  representatives  of  these  middle  parties  were  no  nearer 
each  other  than  the  two  extremes.  If  they  employed  the  same 
formulae  they  nevertheless  gave  them  a  different  meaning,  and 
they  were  at  the  same  time  intent  upon  protecting  their  extreme 
associates  so  far  as  possible. 

The  Alexandrians  had  acquired  the  sovereignty  of  the  East 
at  the  price  of  union.  The  "high-priest  Emperor"  and  his 
eunuchs  abandoned  themselves  more  and  more  to  their  guid 
ance.  Under  the  feeble  Theodosius  the  Empire  was  in  danger 
of  becoming  an  ecclesiastical  state  led  by  Alexandria.  In 
addition  to  this,  under  cover  of  the  formula  of  concord  the 
doctrine  of  the  one  nature  was  propagated,  and  even  the  extra 
vagances  of  earlier  times  again  made  their  appearance.  Cyril 
himself  who  was  so  cautious  otherwise  in  his  use  of  formulae, 
had  not  been  able  to  avoid  the  use  of  the  questionable  Apolli- 
narian  conception,  according  to  which  the  nature  or  hypostasis 
of  the  incarnate  Logos  is  a  "certain  middle  something",  l  and 
accordingly  it  is  not  astonishing  to  find  that  his  followers  went 
still  further.  The  brave  and  indefatigable  Theodoret 2  did  indeed 
keep  a  look-out  against  the  evutru;  Qvvixy,  "the  suffering  God", 
the  xpa<ri<;  or  mixture,  in  short,  against  the  anathemas  of 
Cyril,  while  at  the  same  time  he  parried  the  attacks  of  Cyril 
on  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  But  spite  of  the  great  prudence 
shewn  by  Theodoret  in  keeping  to  a  middle  path  Dioscurus 
succeeded  in  calumniating  him  at  the  Court,  after  he  had  him 
self  in  his  character  as  supreme  bishop  interfered  in  the  affairs 
of  Antioch. 3  Theodoret  was  instructed  to  keep  to  his  diocese. 

1  See,  *.£•.,  de  recte  Ma  ad  Theodos.  (Mansi  IV.,  p.  673):  'I.  Xp.  av$p&>7rivot$  re 
oil  xcti  TOI$  vielf  civbpuTrov  iSico/teca-iv  sif  'tv  TI  TO  niTot%v  o-vyxetpevos. 

8  See,  above  all,  his  "  Eranistes".  The  work  of  the  Catholic  Bertram,  Theodoreti 
doctrina  christologica,  1883,  is  painstaking  but  biassed;  sec.  Theol.  Lit.  Ztg.,  1883, 
No.  24;  Mo'ller  in  Herzog's  R.-Encyklop.  sec  ed.  XV.,  p.  401  ff.  The  question  of 
Theodoret's  orthodoxy  is  certainly  a  very  troublesome  one  for  a  Catholic. 

3  Dioscurus  treated  the  metropolitan  Irenaeus  of  Tyre,  and  Theodoret  in  the 
year  448,  in  the  style  of  one  who  was  primate  of  the  whole  Greek  Church  and 
was  recognised  by  the  Emperor  as  such. 
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Still  greater  was  the  hatred  of  the  Alexandrians  against  the 
bold  and  worldly-minded  Bishop  Ibas  of  Edessa,  Theodore's 
enthusiastic  supporter.  Dioscurus  had  apparently  made  up  his 
mind  to  bring  the  East  under  his  authority  and  gradually  to 
exterminate  all  who  in  a  half  way  or  who  wholly  accepted  the 
Antiochian  theology.  The  formula:  two  natures  or  hypostases, 
one  Christ,  was  to  disappear  from  the  Church, 

In  the  capital  the  old  and  respected  Archimandrite  Eutyches 
supported  his  views,  taking  his  stand  on  the  Christology  of 
Cyril.  Still  it  was  no  mere  calumny  when  his  opponents  main 
tained  that  in  the  course  of  the  violent  attack  on  the  Nestori- 
ans  he  had  himself  fallen  into  the  error  of  making  Apollinarian 
statements.  Already  in  the  year  448  Bishop  Domnus  of  Antioch 
had  denounced  him  on  these  grounds  to  the  Emperor.  But  no 
action  was  taken  until  Bishop  Eusebius  of  Dorylaum  brought 
a  similar  charge  against  him  before  Flavian  who  was  bishop  of 
Constantinople  at  the  time.  Eutyches  afterwards  asserted  that 
he  had  done  this  from  personal  hatred,  and  one  cannot  get  rid 
of  the  suspicion  that  he  was  right;  for  Eusebius  himself  had 
formerly  been  one  of  most  bitter  opponents  of  Nestorius.  In 
any  case  a  certain  obscurity  hangs  over  the  outbreak  of  the 
controversy,  and  the  energy  too  with  which  Flavian  at  once 
took  the  matter  up  is  strange.  He  was  on  bad  terms  with  the 
court  and  particularly  with  the  all-powerful  Chrysaphius  with 
whom  Eutyches  stood  in  high  favour.  The  bishop  probably 
felt  that  he  was  hampered  by  the  Archimandrite  and  wanted 
to  get  rid  of  him.  It  is  useless  to  look  for  any  religious  motives 
in  the  case  of  Flavian,  whose  Christological  statements  bear  a 
pretty  close  resemblance  to  those  of  Cyril,  though  they  did 
actually  fall  short  of  them. !  The  Council  of  Constantinople 


1  Flavian  takes  his  stand  on  the  Union  of  433  though  he  inclines  to  the 
Antiochian  interpretation  of  it;  see  his  confession  in  Mansi  VI.,  p.  541  :  xxt  yxp 
kv  $vo  Qvo-e/Tiv  oitoAo'yovvTSG  TOV  Xpia-Tov  /ASTX  T^V  trxpxwffiv  ryv  ex  TVIS  ocyixy 
TrxpSsvov  xxt  evacvdpuTrvftriV)  tv  [til1.  v?roffTX<TEi  xxi  sv  evt  Trpotrw'X'ia  (a  distinction  is 
thus  drawn  between  <pv<rt$  and  vTrforxo-ts,  while  v7rd/rTxcri$  and  irptiffwirov  are  regarded 
as  parallel  terms,  and  accordingly  the  way  is  paved  for  the  Chalcedonian  formula 
in  the  East  also),  'Ivx  Xpto-rtiv,  'Ivx  vl6v,  '4vx  xvpiov  ofJioAoyov/jifv,  xati  pixv  (Jt.lv  TOV 
Osov  \6yov  <f>v<riv  o-eo-xpxwpsviiv  pevroi  xxi  evxvtytairya-xirxv  heyetv  ovx  xpvovpeSx — 
the  letter  is  addressed  to  Leo,  and  Flavian  was  apparently  not  yet  aware  what 
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(448)  which  followed  on  this  and  with  whose  procedure  we  are 
well  acquainted,  shewed  the  frivolity  of  the  attack  on  Eutyches, 
though  it  shewed  too  how  the  influential  archimandrite  set  his 
bishop  at  defiance.  In  reference  to  the  dogmatic  question 
Eutyches  acted  with  great  prudence,  and,  though  indeed  with 
some  hesitation,  gave  his  assent  to  the  formula  of  the  Creed 
of  Union,  "of  two  natures,  one  Christ"  (one  hypostasis,  one 
person).  But  one  can  plainly  see  that  this  formula,  in  so  far 
as  it  was  taken  as  implying  the  continued  existence  of  the  two 
natures  after  the  union,  was  one  which  Eutyches  would  regard 
as  objectionable.  "Two  natures  after  the  union"  was  rightly 
felt  to  be  Nestorian  and  above  all  to  be  an  "innovation". 
Eutyches,  indeed,  corrected  the  incautious  statements  he  had  made 
at  an  earlier  time,  divergent  from  the  middle  path  of  the  formula  of 
unity — my  God  is  not  of  the  same  substance  with  us  ; '  He  has  no 
"body  of  a  man"  ((rafta  avQpuTrou),  but  only  a  "human  body" 
(<rutu,a  <zv8pu7Tivov).  But  this  was  of  no  avail.  It  was  insisted  that 
he  taught  a  "blending"  (vvyxpavii;)  and  " confusion  "  (<rvy%v<rt<;)t 
and  after  the  most  disgraceful  proceedings  the  records  of  which 
were  besides  falsified,  he  was  deposed  "amid  tears"  on  account 
of  Valentinian  and  Apollinarian  heresy.  This  was  done  by 
people  who  themselves  professed  to  acknowledge  Cyril's  second 
letter  to  Nestorius  and  its  approval  by  the  Synod  of  Ephesus, 

Leo's  views  were  and  whether"  perhaps  he  did  not  adhere  entirely  to  the  doctrine 
of  Cyril.  The  prudent  patriarch  accordingly  "  confesses "  two  natures  after  the 
incarnation  also  and  yet  one! — -diet  TO  Hi  x^oJv  evx  xeci  TOV  xvrbv  eJvxi  TOV  xvpiov 
fjljLuv  'I.  TOV  Xp.  Tot/s  $s  $60  vtoi/s  v  Svo  v7ro<TTcitrei$  etc.  ;  a  condemnation  of  Nesto 
rius  follows.  Here  at  all  events  the  way  is  paved  for  the  Chalcedonian  formula 
but,  characteristically  enough,  by  a  bishop  who  sought  to  take  up  a  safe  position 
relatively  to  both  sides. 

1  The  statement  when  compared  with  Cyril's  doctrine  can  scarcely  be  regarded 
as  open  to  suspicion.  Eutyches  recognised  the  existence  of  two  natures  previous 
to  the  incarnation,  /.<;.,  allowed  that  the  distinction  in  thought  was  an  ideal  moment, 
but  he  could  not  admit  the  perfect  homousia  of  the  body  of  the  Logos  with 
our  body  after  the  incarnation,  since  that  body  was  to  be  thought  of  as  having 
been  deified.  Cyril  had  not  indeed  openly  said  that  the  actual  body  of  the  Logos 
was  not  o/zcct/o-fo?  with  our  body,  but  still  he  could  scarcely  avoid  that  conclusion. 
Eutyches  rejected  as  a  calumny  the  charge  brought  against  him  of  teaching  that 
Christ  brought  his  flesh  from  heaven,  on  the  contrary  indeed  he  was  the  first  to 
declare  in  the  course  of  the  debate  that  the  Holy  Virgin  is  homousios  with  us  and 
that  from  her  our  God  became  flesh.  He  wished  in  this  way  to  escape  making  any 
direct  admission. 
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as  well  as  the  epistle  of  Cyril  to  John  of  Antioch.  Both  parties 
laboured  to  secure  the  favour  of  the  Court,  the  capital,  and 
the  Roman  bishop,  and  the  Court  sided  with  Eutyches.  People's 
views  were  still  everywhere  ruled  by  the  condemnation  of  Nes- 
torius  and  there  was  no  inclination  to  change  sides.  Flavian, 
"the  moderate  Antiochian "  played  a  dangerous  game  when  he 
sought  to  increase  the  authority  of  his  chair  in  face  of  the 
court  and  the  ruling  system  of  dogma.  Leo  I.  who  was  applied 
to  by  Eutyches  first,  was  for  some  weeks  uncertain  which  course 
to  take  (Leon.  epp.  20  sq.).  He  was  disposed  to  regard  the 
Constantinopolitan  Patriarch  as  his  born  enemy;  but  he  had 
soon  to  recognise  the  fact  that  his  strongest  enemy  was  to  be 
looked  for  elsewhere.  Dioscurus,  who  substantially  agreed  with 
Eutyches  and  who  long  ere  this  took  an  active  part  in  different 
provincial  Synods  in  the  East  as  supreme  bishop,  had  already 
annexed  the  question  and  moved  the  Emperor  to  summon  a 
Council.  The  Pope's  policy  was  now  marked  out  for  him.  He 
must  not  strike  either  upon  the  Constantinopolitan  Scylla  or 
upon  the  Alexandrian  Charybdis,  but  on  the  contrary,  as  his 
predecessor  Julius  had  done,  he  must  attempt  to  bring  the  true 
faith  and  with  it  himself  to  the  East.  Dioscurus  was  determined 
to  use  every  means  to  exploit  the  Council  in  his  own  interests. 
It  was  to  establish  the  authority  of  the  Alexandrian  Patriarch 
and  of  the  Alexandrian  Christology  in  the  Church  of  the  East. 
He  was  prudent  enough  all  the  same  to  employ  no  new  for 
mula  while  attempting  this.  The  Nicene  Creed  was  alone  to 
be  regarded  as  authoritative,  of  course  according  to  the  inter 
pretation  put  upon  it  by  the  anathemas  of  Cyril.  Whoever 
went  a  word  beyond  this  was  to  be  considered  an  innovator, 
a  heretic.  This  was  his  standpoint  and  he  found  a  pliant 
Emperor  and  a  minister  who  were  favourably  disposed  toward 
him  and  who  were  prepared  to  hand  over  the  Church  to  him 
in  order  to  humiliate  the  occupant  of  the  episcopal  chair  of 
the  capital  for  the  time  being  whom  they  hated,  a  policy  which 
was  treachery  to  the  State.  l  Dioscurus  was  equipped  with  full 


1     See  the  letter  of 
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the  Empress  Eudokia  to  Theod.  II.  (Leo.  ep  57):  iyp«4>»>  7*f 
ixei'xv  xfxtvyirQxi,  utrre  QAxvixvov  rbv  siri'trMOKOv  ex  TUV  zv&pca- 
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powers  as  master  of  the  Synod.  It  was  called  together  in 
accordance  with  his  ideas,  even  a  representative  of  the  monastic 
order  was  present — a  novelty  at  a  Council — and  Theodoret 
was  excluded. 

Leo  had  meanwhile  discovered  that  Eutyches  was  a  heretic  l 
(ep.  27)  and  bethought  himself  of  the  Western  Christological 
form  of  doctrine  which  his  predecessors,  Ccelestin  and  Sixtus, 
and  he  himself  seem  up  to  this  time  to  have  forgotten.  The 
summoning  of  a  Council  caused  him  grave  anxiety;  Flavian, 
who  had  seriously  displeased  the  Pope  by  his  independent 
attitude,  nevertheless  suddenly  became  his  dear  friend  who  had 
been  attacked,  and  along  with  the  legates  who  attended  the 
Council  Leo  sent  numerous  letters  to  all  in  the  East  concerned 
in  the  affair  (epp.  28 — 38),  to  Flavian  (28,  36,  38),  to  the  Emperor 
(29,  37),  to  Pulcheria  (30,  31),  to  the  Constantinopolitan  archi 
mandrites  (32),  to  the  Council  (33)  and  to  Bishop  Julian  of  Kos 
(34>  35)-  He  repeatedly  observes  that  a  synodal  decision  was 
not  at  all  necessary,  and  that  the  Council  was  superfluous.  ~ 
But  what  he  was  now  above  all  concerned  with  was  to  furnish 
Flavian  with  dogmatic  instructions  and  to  draw  the  attention  of 
the  Council  to  the  unique  dignity  of  the  Roman  Chair  which 
had  already  decided  the  question.  The  latter  of  these  two 
things  he  did  in  Epistle  33,  which  contains  a  daring  attempt  to 
misrepresent 3  the  conditions  under  which  the  Council  had  come 

1  Leo's  admission  is  amusing  reading  (ep.  34  i) :  "Diu  apud  nos  uncertain  fuit, 
quid  in  ipso  Eutyche  catholicis  displiceret."  Now  Eutyches  is  the  child  of  the 
devil  who  denies  the  reality  of  the  body  of  Christ.  Leo  represents  him  in  the 
bluntest  fashion  as  the  out  and  out  doketist. 

•  Ep.  36  ad  Flav.  :  "  Et  quia  clementissimus  imperator  pro  ecclessise  pace  solli- 
citus  synodum  voluit  congregari,  quamvis  evidenter  appareat,  rem,  de  qua  agitur, 
nequaquam  synodali  indigere  tractatti"  etc. ;  ep.  37  ad  Theod.  II.  :  "praesertim  cum  tarn 
evidens  fidei  causa  sit,  ut  rationabilius  ab  indicenda  synodo  fuisset  abstinendum  "  etc. 

:i  Leo  writes  here  as  if  in  this  affair  of  Eutyches  the  Emperor  had  had  recourse 
to  him  first  as  the  successor  of  Peter,  and  as  if  he  had  at  once  unfolded  the  true 
doctrine  of  the  Incarnation  on  the  basis  of  the  confession  of  Peter  and  thereby 
refuted  Eutyches  ("religiosa  clementissimi  principis  fides  sciens  ad  suam  glorin.m 
maxime  pertinere,  si  intra  ecclesiam  catholicam  nullius  erroris  germen  exsurgeret, 
hanc  reverentiam  divinis  detulit  institutis,  ut  ad  sanctae  dispositionis  effectum  auclo- 
ritatem  apostolicse  sedis  adhiberet,  tamquam  ab  ipso  Petro  cuperet  declarari,  quid 
in  eius  confessione  laudatum  sit,  quando  dicente  domino :  quern  me  esse  dicunt 
homines  filium  hominis?"  etc.).  The  Council  is  merely  an  opus  superadditum, 
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together,  while  he  accomplished  the  former  by  the  dogmatic 
epistle  he  sent  to  Flavian.  It  contains  a  paraphrase  of  the 
Christological  section  of  the  work  of  Tertullian  adv.  Prax.  (cf. 
Novatian  de  trinitate)  in  accordance  with  the  views,  and  in 
part  in  the  words,  of  Ambrose  and  Augustine,  with  special 
reference  to  Eutyches,  and  in  combating  the  views  of  the  latter 
it  accordingly  undeniably  goes  a  step  beyond  what  had  hitherto 
been  accepted  in  the  West,  though  not  any  further  than  the 
situation  for  the  moment  demanded.  This  document,  which 
was  highly  lauded  in  subsequent  times  and  is  to  the  present 
day,  contains  nothing  new.  What,  however,  is  of  importance 
in  it  is  that  the  West,  i.e.,  the  Pope,  has  here  kept  in  view 
the  peculiar  character  of  its  Church.  It  is  consequently  an 
evidence  of  power,  and  the  Christology  set  forth  in  it  may  at 
the  same  time  have  actually  corresponded  with  the  inclinations 
of  the  Pope.  But  on  the  other  hand  it  ought  not  to  be  forgot 
ten  that  the  situation,  as  represented  by  Nestorianism  already 
condemned  and  Eutychianism  about  to  be  rejected,  appeared 
directly  to  call  for  the  old  Western  formula  "  duae  substantial 
(naturae)  in  una  persona",  and  that  the  Pope  expressed  himself 
more  fully  regarding  it  than  tradition  justified.  l  The  Pope 

"  ut  pleniori  iudicio  omnis  possit  error  aboleri."  Thus  the  condemnation  of  Eutyches 
is  already  decided  upon  and  the  Council  has  merely  to  repeat  it.  The  Pope 
enjoins  this. 

1  The  letter  to  which  not  till  a  later  date,  however,  (see  Mansi  VI.,  p.  962  sq.) 
though  by  Leo  himself,  proofs  were  appended  from  Hilary,  Augustine,  Gregory  of 
Nazianzus,  Chrysostom  and  Cyril,  begins  with  a  reference  to  the  Roman  Creed 
which  in  the  view  of  Leo  decides  the  whole  question  in  its  opening  words ;  for 
the  three  statements :  "  Credere  in  patrem  omnipoteutem,  et  in  Christum  lesum 
filium  eius  unicum  dominum  nostrum,  qui  natus  est  de  spiritu  sancto  et  Maria 
virgine",  demolish  "the  devices  of  almost  all  heretics."  They  involve  the  nati- 
vitas  divina,  and  the  nativitas  temporalis  which  in  no  way  injures  the  former.  We 
should  not  have  been  able  to  overcome  the  author  of  sin  and  death  if  the  deus  ex 
deo  had  not  assumed  our  nature.  If  Eutyches  was  unable  to  recognise  that  this  was 
taught  in  the  Creed,  then  certain  passages  (which  the  Pope  now  adduces)  ought  to 
have  convinced  him — as  if  Eutyches  had  ever  denied  the  truth  of  this  thought! 
The  idea  of  a  non-human  body  of  Christ  cannot  be  proved  from  the  miraculous 
birth;  for  the  Holy  Spirit  merely  gave  the  impulse  ;  the  reality  of  the  body  of 
Christ  was  got  from  the  body  of  Maria  semper  virgo  (c.  2).  This  is  followed  by 
the  proposition  in  the  style  of  Tertullian :  "  Salva  igitur  proprietate  utriusque  natu 
re  et  substant,ise  (both  words  should  be  noted)  et  in  unam  coeunte  personam  sus- 
cepta  est  a  maiestate  humilitas",  attached  to  which  we  have  a  series  of  expressions 
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throughout  puts  the  interests  of  our  salvation  in  the  foreground ; 
he  wants  exactly  what  Cyril  and  Eutyches  also  want,  but  he 
goes  on  to  give  an  explanation  which  Cyril  at  any  rate  would  have 
entirely  repudiated,  [Cyril  said  that  the  idea  of  redemption 
demands  the  deification  of  the  human  nature,  Leo  went  on  to 
shew  that  this  same  idea  demands  a  true  human  nature  which 

which  are  supported  by  statements  in  Damasus,  Ambrose,  Augustine,  and  partly 
also  in  Tertullian  ;  thus,  "natura  inviolabilis  unita  est  naturae  passibili  ","  media 
tor  dei  et  hominum  homo  lesus  Christus",  "mori  potest  ex  uno,  mori  non  potest 
ex  altero ",  "  in  Integra  veri  hominis  perfectaque  natura  verus  natus  est  deus, 
totus  in  suis,  totus  in  nostris",  "assumpsit  formam  servi  sine  sorde  peccati, 
humana  augens,  divina  non  minuens",  "exinanitio  inclinatio  fuit  miserationis,  non 
defectio  potestatis",  u  tenet  sine  defectu  proprietatem  suam  utraque  natura,  et  sicut 
formam  servi  dei  forma  non  adimit.  ita  formam  dei  servi  forma  non  minuit." 
This  was  the  way  in  which  God  met  the  cunning  of  the  devil,  in  order  that  we 
should  not  be  lost  contra  dei  propositum  (c.  3).  Next  follow  the  old  Western 
paradoxes  of  the  "invisibilis  factus  visibilis"  etc.  The  fourth  chapter  contains  the 
detailed  development  of  the  doctrine.  The  human  nature  in  Christ  was  not 
absorbed  by  the  divine  5  on  the  contrary  "  agit  utraque  forma  cum  alterius  com- 
munione,  quod  proprium  est  verbo  scilicet  operante  quod  verbi  est  et  carne  exse- 
quente  quod  carnis  est."  The  flesh  never  loses  the  "  natura  nostri  generis ".  In 
accordance  with  this  the  evangelic  history  is  apportioned  between  the  human  and 
the  divine  nature  of  him  "  qui  unus  idemque  est".  "  Quamvis  enim  in  domino 
T.  Chr.  dei  et  hominis  (!)  una  persona  sit,  aliud  tamen  est,  unde  in  utroque  com- 
munis  est  contumelia,  aliud  unde  communis  est  gloria".  "Propter  hanc  unitatem 
personae",  as  it  is  put  in  c.  5,  "in  utraque  natura  intelligenclam  et  films  hominis 
legitur  descendisse  de  ccelo"  etc.,  that  means  as  Leo  now  shews,  that  we  can  and 
must  interchange  the  opera.  "That  the  Son  of  God  was  crucified  and  buried, 
we  all  confess  in  the  Creed."  Christ  established  this  article  of  faith  in  the  40 
days  after  the  Resurrection,  after  Peter  had  already  before  this  ackowledged  the 
identity  of  the  Son  of  God  and  the  Son  of  Man.  All  ought  accordingly  to  see 
that  the  "proprietas  divinae  humanaeque  naturae"  "  individua  permanet"  in  Him, 
and  consequently  know  that  "Word"  and  "Flesh"  are  not  the  same,  but  that  the 
one  Son  of  God  is  Word  and  Flesh.  Eutyches,  who  has  by  the  most  barefaced 
fictions  emptied  of  its  meaning  the  mystery  to  which  alone  we  owe  our  redemp 
tion  and  separates  the  human  nature  from  Jesus,  incurs  the  sentence  pronounced 
in  i  John  IV.  2,  3.  He  must  also  necessarily  deny  the  reality  of  the  passion  and 
death  of  Christ  and  thus  subvert  everything,  the  Spirit  of  sanctification,  the  water 
and  the  blood. 

In  his  concluding  chapter  Leo  discusses  the  statement  of  Eutyches  that  before 
the  union  there  were  two  natures  and  one  after  it  and  expresses  his  astonishment 
that  "none  of  the  judges  censured  such  a  foolish  and  perverse  avowal  and  passed 
over  such  an  absurd  and  blasphemous  utterance  as  if  they  had  heard  nothing  to 
which  to  take  exception."  The  first  half  of  the  statement  is  as  impious  as  the 
second;  this  statement  which  had  been  passed  over  ought  "si  per  inspirationem 
misericordiae  dei  ad  satisfactionem  causa  perducitur,"  to  be  made  a  clean  sweep  of 
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remains  absolutely  unchanged],  and  which,  so  far,  goes  beyond 
the  use  and  wont  doctrine  of  the  West  and  actually  approaches 
Nestorianism,  inasmuch  as  the  Pope  uses  by  preference  "nature" 
in  place  of  substance  and  speaks  of  a  peculiar  mode  of  action 
on  the  part  of  each  nature,  and  thus  really  hypostatises  each 
nature.  In  Leo's  view  the  "Person"  is  no  longer  entirely  the 

as  a  pestilential  opiaion.  The  Pope  hopes  that  Eutyches  will  amend  and  in  this 
case  the  greatest  mercy  will  be  shewn  him.  The  statements  in  this  twenty-eighth 
letter  were  further  supplemented  in  letter  35  addressed  to  Julian.  Here  (c.  i) 
Nestorius  too  is  regarded  as  a  heretic ;  as  against  Eutyches  the  view  is  made  good 
that  it  is  not  only  a  question  of  the  Creator  being  known,  but  also  of  the  creature 
being  redeemed.  Here  we  meet  with  the  statement  "  in  susceptione  hominis  non 
unius  substantiae,  sed  unius  eiusdemque  personae",  here  the  unity  of  the  person  is 
made  intelligible  (see  Cyril)  by  pointing  to  unity  of  body  and  soul  in  man,  and 
here  finally  the  statement  of  Eutyches  examined  in  the  sixth  chapter  of  letter  28 
and  which  was  not  censured  at  Constantinople,  is  further  dealt  with.  Leo  under 
stands  it  as  meaning  that  the  human  nature  of  Christ  had  been  already  created 
before  the  Incarnation  and  accordingly  classes  it  along  with  the  statement  of 
Origen  regarding  the  pre-existence  of  the  soul  which  had  been  already  condemned. 
See  also  letter  59. 

A  few  remarks  on  the  catchwords  atrvyxuTais,  XTPSTTTUG  will  perhaps  not  be  out 
of  place  here.  (The  words  xSixipeTca/;  and  cc%upta-Tui;  do  not  require  any  special 
genetic  explanation.)  They  have  sprung  from  two  sources  in  the  history  of  dogma. 
The  first  of  these  is  to  be  found  in  Tertullian's  work  adv.  Prax.  Tertullian  c.  27 
wrote  in  opposition  to  certain  monarchian  ideas,  according  to  which  the  spiritus 
(—  deus  ~  pater  ~  Christus)  was  either  changed  into  the  caro  (r=  homo  ^  filius 
—  Jesus)  or  else  was  united  and  mingled  with  the  caro  so  as  to  form  a  tertium 
quid  and  therefore  a  new  being,  and  thus  disappeared  in  the  new  being.  The 
view  thus  developed  became  universally  known  through  Novatian  who  adopted  it 
in  part,  but  particularly  by  means  of  Leo's  doctrinal  letter.  It  runs:  u  Si  enim 
sermo  ex  transfiguratione  et  demutatione  substantiae  caro  factus  est,  una  iam  erit 
substantia  ex  duabus,  ex  carne  et  spiritu,  mixtura  qusedam,  ut  electrum  ex  auro  et 
argento  et  incipit  nee  aurum  esse,  id  est  spiritus,  neque  argentum.  id  est  caro,  dum 
alterum  altero  mutatur  et  tertium  quid  efficitur."  Thus  Jesus  would  be  no  longer 
either  God  or  Man:  ita  ex  utraque  neutrum  est;  aliud  longe  tertium  est  quam 
utrumque.  But  both  the  passages  in  the  Psalms  (LXXXVII.  5)  and  the  Apostle 
(Rom.  I.  3)  teach  de  utraque  eius  substantia.  Videmus  duplicem  statum,  non  con- 
fusum  sed  coniunctum,  in  una  persona,  deum  et  hominem  lesum  . . .  Et  adeo  salva 
est  utriusque  proprietas  substantial,  ut  et  spiritus  res  suas  egerit  in  illo,  i.e.,  virtutes 
et  opera  et  signa,  et  caro  passiones  suas  functa  sit,  esuriens  sub  diabolo,  sitiens  sub 
Samaritide . . .  denique  et  mortua  est.  Quodsi  tertium  quid  esset,  ex  utroque  con- 
fusum,  ut  electrum,  non  tarn  distincta  documenta  parerent  utriusque  substaiitias. 
Sed  et  spiritus  carnalia  et  caro  spiritalia  egisset  ex  translatione  aut  neque  carnalia 
neque  spiritalia,  sed  tertise  alicuius  form*  ex  confusione  ...  Sed  quia  substantive 
ambse  in  statu  suo  quaeque  distincte  agebaut,  ideo  illis  et  operae  et  exitus  sui 
occurrerunt."  The  second  source  is  to  be  found  in  the  Eastern  and  Western 
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one  subject  with  two  "properties",  but  the  union  of  two 
hypostatic  natures.  In  a  word,  the  unity  is  neither  made  in 
telligible  by  Leo  nor  did  he  consider  what  was  the  supreme 
concern  of  the  pious  Greeks  in  this  matter,  namely,  to  see  in 
the  humanity  of  Christ  the  real  deification  of  human  nature 
generally.  Nor  is  there  any  trace  in  the  doctrinal  letter  of  any- 

authors  who  wrote  against  Apollinaris  5  these  maintained  the  x<rvy%vTU(;  and 
/zrpeTTTwt;,  and  this  was  quite  the  current  view  in  the  time  of  Cyril.  Cyril, 
in  a  great  number  of  passages  asserts  that  according  to  his  doctrine  the  two 
natures  are  joined  together  aa-vyxvTWf,  xTpeTrreai;,  «V«AAO/WTW;,  «//eT«/3A>)TWi;, 
without  there  having  been  any  kind  of  mingling  (a-vyxvori/;,  o-!/yxp«<7/?,  O-VVOVO-IWO-K;) 
(see  adv.  Nest.  1.  5,  c.  4 — ad  Theodos.  n.  6,  10 — ep.  3  ad  Nestor.  Migne,  Vol.  77, 
p.  109 — adv.  neg.  deip.  n.  2 — epil.  ad.  I — adv.  Theodoret.  ad.  4,  5,  8,  10 — adv. 
Orient,  ad  I,  10,  II — ep.  ad  Maxim.,  Vol.  77,  p.  152 — ad  Acac.  Ber.  160 — ad 
Joan.  180 — ad  Acac.  Mel.  192 — ad  Eulog.  225 — ad  Valerian.  257—1  ad  Succ.  232, 
36 — 2  ad  Succ.  237,  40 — ad  Euseb.  288 — Explan.  Symb.  304 — Quod  un.  Christ. 
Vol.  75,  p.  1361 — Horn.  XV.,  Vol.  77,  p.  1092 — in  Luc.,  Vol.  72,  p.  909 — c.  Julian. 
I.,  10,  Vol.  76,  p.  1012 — Horn,  ad  Alex.,  Vol.  77,  pp.  1112,  1113 — in  ep.  ad  Hebr., 
Vol.  74,  p.  1004 — Resp.  ad  Tiberium  ed.  Pusey  c.  6,  7,  III.,  p.  587  sq.  Cyril 
devoted  a  special  work  to  this  subject  entitled  XXTX  <rvvov<rix<rTuv  which  I  regard  as 
one  of  his  last).  Nevertheless  he  defended  the  word  xpxo-ti;  as  against  Nestorius 
(adv.  Nestor.  f.,  I  c.  3)  as  an  expression  used  by  the  fathers  to  bring  out  the 
closeness  of  the  union  of  the  two  natures,  and  unhesitatingly  employs  certain  forms 
of  speech  compounded  of  it  or  its  synonyms.  (Ehrhard  op.  cit.,  p.  44.)  Further, 
both  of  these,  the  amplifications  of  Tertullian  and  those  of  the  anti-Apollinarian 
Greek  fathers,  refer  back  to  philosophical  usage,  but  this  usage  explains  at  the 
same  time  why  Cyril  and  others  could  indeed  adopt  the  expression  xpxo-tt;  but 
not  trvYZvo-ti;.  The  Stoics  (see  Zeller.  Philos.  d.  Griechen  III.  3,  p.  127)  drew  a 
distinction  between  7rxpac$£<ri$,  (*i£is,  xpxo-n;  and  <rt/y;gv<r<?.  "  The  Trxpz&ea-ii;  is 
the  ffiaiJLXToiv  <rvvx<pii  XXTX  T«?  kvi^xveix^  as  in  the  case  of  the  mixing  of 
different  kinds  of  grain" — they  have  the  Nestorians  in  view — :  p7!<?  on  the 
contrary  is  Svo  j)  xxi  yrtetovcav  trca/^xTCiiv  xvTiTrxpeitTxo'K;  SI  o'Awv,  w?ro[jtevovo'uv  Tiav 
a-vpfyvuv  irspt  cturx  TfoiOTvJTwv,  as  in  the  case  of  the  union  of  fire  with  iron  and 
of  the  soul  with  the  body;  but  speaking  more  accurately  a  mingling  of  this  sort 
of  dry  bodies  should  be  called  jti7|/5,  and  of  fluid  bodies  xpxa-tt;  (the  xpx<ri<;  Si 
&'A«v  of  the  Stoics  presupposes  the  permeability  of  the  bodies  and  assumes  that 
the  smaller  body  when  mingled  with  a  larger  body  spreads  itself  over  the  entire 
extent  of  the  latter  and  is  thus  to  be  found  in  every  particle  of  it  [w§  pySev 
/toptov  fv  xvTsit;  slvxi  \JLVJ  IJ.STS%OV  TTXVTWV  Twv  ev  Tifi  (j.iy  (j.xTi~\)  but  that  both  pre 
serve  their  own  peculiarities  in  the  mingling;  thus  the  amixtio"  does  not  exclude, 
but  on  the  contrary  includes  the  salva  proprietas  utriusque  substantiae).  The 
ffuyxua-ti;  finally  is  Svo  y  xxi  vheiovwv  TTOIOT^TUV  vept  TX  a-tapxTX  //gra;/3oA>j  £<? 
erepxt;  Stxtyepovo-yt;  rovrtav  rnoi6ry\roz  yeves-iv,  i.e.^  the  old  substances  and  their 
qualities  cease  to  exist  (QQeipeirSxi)  and  a  third  body  comes  into  existence."  Ter 
tullian,  the  Stoic,  rested  his  ideas  apparently  on  these  philosophical  theorems  and 
first  of  all  applied  this  materialistic  view  to  the  relation  of  the  two  substances  in 
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thing  like  an  express  repudiation  of  Nestorius,  not  to  speak  of 
the  Antiochian  Christology. l 

The    Council   was  opened  at  Ephesus  in  August  449.     Dios- 
curus   presided    and  assigned  the  second  place  to  the  represen- 

Christ  (he  and  Novatian,  who  was  also  a  Stoic,  accept  the  pit-if  and  reject  the 
a-vyxva-ii;;  but  along  with  this  Tertullian  has  further  a  juristic  set  of  conceptions 
(una  persona,  dnae  substantiae).  In  his  treatise  "Ammonius  Sakkas  und  Plotinus" 
(Archiv.  f.  Gesch.  d.  Philos.  VII.  Vol.  H.  3)  Zeller,  however,  has  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  Ammonius  Sakkas  (Plotinus)  described  the  relation  of  body  and 
soul  in  man  in  the  sense  of  the  Stoic  xpZo-it;  (^7|<$)  (the  soul  entirely  permeates 
the  body  and  unites  itself  with  it  so  as  to  form  one  substance,  but  nevertheless 
remains  unchanged  and  retains  its  proprietas  salva)  and  that  Nemesius  expressly 
says  that  this  view  of  the  matter,  in  support  of  which  he  appeals  to  Porphyry,  is 
to  be  applied  to  the  relation  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ.  Now,  however,  not 
only  the  Eastern  bishops  but  also  Leo  I.  expressly  appeal  in  support  of  their 
Christology  to  the  relation  between  body  and  soul.  There  can  therefore  be  no 
doubt  but  that  this  is  to  be  traced  back  to  the  Neo-Platonic  school  which  had 
adopted  a  Stoic  terminology.  Plotinus  calls  the  soul  not  only  «T«0tj'$  but  also 
arpeTTTOi;  (because  in  the  union  it  undergoes  no  change);  but,  as  Zeller  observes, 
he  never  speaks  of  xyuyx^rot;.  This  word,  however,  once  more  occurs  in  Por 
phyry  and  is  used  to  designate  the  union.  Consequently  so  far  as  the  Easterns 
are  concerned  the  oirfsvru^  is  to  be  referred  to  Plotinus  and  the  ao-vyxvTias  to 
Porphyry  (Zeller),  while  the  West  through  Terlullian  took  the  "non  confusus" 
direct  from  the  Stoa. 

1  It  may  also  be  said  that  the  speculations  of  Cyril  and  the  Alexandrian  theolo 
gians  begin  where  Leo  leaves  off,  and  for  this  reason  it  is  altogether  astonishing 
to  read  in  Thomasius  (Dogmengesch.,  Vol.  I.,  p.  365)  that  Leo  in  his  epistle  seeks 
to  gather  up  both  negatively  and  positively  the  results  of  the  Christological  move 
ment  so  far  as  it  had  gone.  Leo  did  not  think  of  this.  He  contents  himself  with 
making  the  thought  definite  and  confessing  with  full  assurance  that  Christ  was 
perfect  God  and  perfect  man,  and  points  out  that  redemption  demands  the  divinity 
and  the  humanity.  But  the  question  as  to  the  relation  into  which  the  divinity  and 
the  humanity  have  come  to  each  other,  was  one  which  really  never  gave  him  any 
concern  when  he  thought  of  redemption.  This,  however,  was  the  main  question 
with  Cyril,  Eutyches  and  Dioscurus.  It  cannot  accordingly  be  said  that  Leo  and 
they  are  in  direct  contradiction.  On  the  contrary,  Cyril  and  his  followers  further 
developed  the  problem  in  concrete  fashion  in  the  name  of  the  Faith,  ex  necessitate 
fidei  so  to  speak,  while  with  Leo  it  was  in  true  Western  fashion  left  in  the  in 
definite  form  of  conceptions.  This  is  how  the  matter  stands  on  a  favourable  view 
of  Leo's  position ;  for  as  soon  as  we  take  his  development  of  the  doctrine  in  a 
concrete  sense  and  transfer  it  into  the  region  of  the  Eastern  controversy  it  can  be 
understood  only  as  Nestorian.  With  Leo  it  is  not  at  all  a  question  of  a  union  of 
the  two  natures.  It  may,  however,  help  towards  forming  a  fair  and  correct  estimate 
of  Leo's  position  to  note  that  he  (mistakenly)  saw  in  Eutychianism  the  recurrence 
of  a  danger  which  he  had  so  energetically  warded  off  in  his  struggle  with  Mani- 
chseism  (see  his  sermon).  He  in  fact  opposes  "Eutychianism"  as  if  it  were 
Manichseism. 
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tative  of  the  Roman  bishop.  There  were  one  hundred  and 
thirty-five  members  present.  The  bishops  who  had  sat  in  judg 
ment  on  Eutyches  were  not  allowed  to  vote,  since  the  Synod 
meant  to  proceed  with  a  revision  of  that  process.  Dioscurus 
put  the  Pope's  letter  to  the  Council  amongst  the  Acts,  but  did 
not  have  it  read  out,  and  in  fact  treated  Rome  as  non-existent. 
Not  Rome  but  Alexandria  was  to  speak.  It  was  a  bold  stroke, 
but  Dioscurus  had  got  authority  from  the  Emperor.  As  regards 
its  proceedings  the  Council  does  not  compare  unfavourably  with 
other  Councils.  What  gave  it  its  peculiar  character  was  the 
fact  that  it  was  guided  by  a  powerful  and  determined  will,  that 
of  Dioscurus.  The  latter  got  the  Council  simply  to  resolve  not 
to  go  beyond  the  conclusions  come  to  at  Nicaea  and  Ephesus. 
The  affair  of  Eutyches  was  next  taken  up;  he  declared  that 
he  took  his  stand  on  the  teaching  of  these  Councils  and  repudi 
ated  Manes,  Valentin,  Apollinaris,  and  Nestorius.  In  the  course 
of  the  debate  it  became  evident  that  those  present  regarded 
the  formula  "after  the  Incarnation  one  nature",  as  alone  ortho 
dox — with  the  addition :  "  made  flesh  and  made  man  "  (Tscxp- 
xapsvyv  %%}  evav6ptt7TiiffXff»v),  and  that  they  condemned  the  doc 
trine  of  two  natures  after  the  Incarnation.  In  this  sense  Euty 
ches  was  declared  by  all  to  be  orthodox.  Rome's  legates  refrained 
from  voting.  Domnus  of  Antioch  and  Juvenal  of  Jerusalem 
also  concurred,  and  even  three  of  the  bishops  who  had  con 
demned  Eutyches  at  Constantinople  did  the  same.  Dioscurus 
now  proceeded  to  take  aggressive  steps.  Each  bishop  was 
required  to  state  in  writing  whether  he  considered  that  those 
should  be  punished  who  in  the  course  of  their  theological 
investigations  had  gone  beyond  the  Nicene  Creed.  Dioscurus 
got  the  answer  he  wished,  and  even  the  Roman  legate  did  not 
oppose  the  question  when  put  in  this  form.  On  the  basis  of 
this  resolution  the  Council  pronounced  sentence  of  deposition 
on  Flavian  and  Eusebius  of  Dorylaum,  Domnus  and  Juvenal 
concurring.  Both  of  the  deposed  bishops  were  present  and 
soon  after  appealed  to  the  Pope,  whose  legates,  moreover,  had 
at  least  shewn  some  hesitation  at  the  Council,  though  after  the 
first  session  they  took  no  further  share  in  the  proceedings.  In 
the  second  and  third  sessions  Dioscurus  got  the  detested  Ibas 
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deposed  (to  whom  the  saying  was  currently  attributed  "  I  do  not 
envy  Christ  because  He  became  God;  for  I  too  can  become 
God  if  I  wish"),  the  Sabinian  bishop  of  Perrha  and  several 
others ;  '  also  Theodoret, "  the  pillar  of  the  East,  and  finally  even 
Domnus  of  Antioch. 3  The  fact  that  he  had  for  so  long  sided 
with  Dioscurus  availed  him  nothing.  He  had  latterly  drawn 
back,  was  unwilling  to  take  part  in  the  ecclesiastico-political 
revision  of  the  Canons  of  Nicaea  and  Constantinople  which 
Dioscurus  was  contemplating,  and  was  generally  in  his  road. 

Never  before  at  any  Council  had  a  Patriarch  scored  such  a 
victory.  The  atmosphere  was  cleared;  the  triumph  of  the  old 
Confession  of  Nicaea  and  Ephesus  (431)  which  alone  was  recog 
nised  by  the  pious  Greeks  as  embodying  their  faith,  had  been 
secured ;  the  Christology  of  Cyril,  the  one  incarnate  nature  of 
the  God-Logos,  had  been  acknowledged  as  the  true  one ;  those 
who  opposed  it  had  partly  been  deposed  and  partly  had  sub 
mitted  ;  arrangements  had  already  been  made  for  securing  suit 
able  successors  to  those  who  had  been  deposed,  and  an  Alex 
andrian  priest,  Anatolius,  was  appointed  to  Constantinople.  The 
Church  of  the  East  lay  at  the  feet  of  the  Alexandrian  Patriarch 
and  he  had  attained  everything  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Emperor.  4  He  had  doubtless  made  use  of  force ;  but  it  was 
the  State  in  fact  which  stood  behind  him;  the  police  and  the 
monks  of  Barsumas  had,  to  be  sure,  over-awed  the  Fathers; 
but  far  worse  than  the  terrors  of  this  Council  were  the  calum- 

1  This  has  reference  to  the  proceedings  of  the  year  448  (Irenseus  of  Tyre)  into 
which  I  cannot  enter.  The  Syrian  Acts  first  threw  light  on  them  as  well  as  on 
the  Councils  of  Tyre  and  Berytus. 

-    See  Martin,  op.  cit.  p.   1 86  sq. 

3  See  Martin,  p.   196  sq. 

4  The    charges    brought    against    him    by    Egyptians  at  the  third  sitting  of  the 
Council  of  Chalcedon  (Mansi  VI.  p.  1006—1035)  even  after  making  all  due  allow 
ance    for    the    calumnies  in  them,  afford  interesting  proofs  of  how  he  disregarded 
the    imperial    authority  in  Egypt  and  how  he  weakened  the  authority  of  the  State 
there  and  also  of  the  extent  to  which  he  was  master  of  Egypt  and  now  threatened 
to  become  master  of  the  State.    Tillemont  XV.  p.  589,  very  justly  says :  uDioscore 
regne    partout."     See,    above  all,  p.  1032:    Awirxopoi;  TTXVTX  xxx6o<riuTai;  vpxrriav, 
vopi'Zuv    TS    xvwrepu    KXVTUV    eJvxi,    oVre    roi/i;    Ssiouf    TVVOVI;    oUre    rxf  peyi/TTXi; 
X7ro$xorit(;    a-vvexwpytrtv    exj2i@xo-ttiivzi,  exvrov  ryv  %wpxv  pxMov  if  ruv  xpxroiivTuv 
eJvxi  Ae'ywv. 
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nies  spread  regarding  it  on  the  part  of  those  who  two  years 
later  had  to  extenuate  their  dastardly  treachery.  If  we  consider 
who  were  present  at  the  Council  we  must  conclude  that  Dios- 
curus,  to  whom  even  Theodoret  on  one  occasion  (ep.  60)  bore 
favourable  testimony,  cannot  have  found  it  necessary  to  employ 
any  very  great  amount  of  actual  force.  That  Flavian  was 
trampled  on  and  left  half  dead  is  anything  but  certain,  and  a 
Council  which  more  than  any  other  gave  expression  to  the 
tradition  of  the  religious  feeling  of  the  time  and  to  what  it 
considered  of  vital  importance,  does  not  deserve  the  name 
"Robber-Council"  (Leo,  ep.  95).  Regarded  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  Church  of  the  East  something  of  importance  had  actually 
been  attained,  and  what  had  been  thus  attained  had  the  gua 
rantee  of  permanence  so  long  as  foreign  elements  did  not  come 
in  to  disturb  it. 

But  Dioscurus  had  not  reckoned  on  the  death  of  the  Emperor 
which  was  near  at  hand,  nor  with  the  Roman  bishop,  nor 
finally  on  the  widespread  aversion  felt  towards  the  right  wing 
of  his  army  which  was  Apollinarian  in  disguise.  He  had  reha 
bilitated  Eutyches  without,  however,  getting  the  questionable 
statements  to  which  the  latter  had  formerly  given  utterance, 
proscribed,  though  the  allegation  that  he  endorsed  them  is  a 
falsehood  asserted  by  his  embittered  opponents  at  Chalcedon. 
This  was  a  blunder  in  policy  which  was  calculated  to  bring  on 
a  reaction  introduced  from  the  outside,  and  the  reaction  taking 
its  start  from  this,  might  in  the  state  in  which  matters  then 
were,  overthrow  the  great  work  which  had  been  accomplished 
without  in  appearance  abandoning  the  position  gained  in  the 
year  431.  At  first  Dioscurus  was  still  master  of  the  situation. 
While  all  those  who  felt  themselves  injured  by  him  betook 
themselves  to  Leo  as  the  only  refuge,1  and  while  the  latter 
hastened  to  reject  the  resolutions  of  the  Council,  Dioscurus 
pronounced  sentence  of  excommunication  upon  Leo, '  prepared 

1  See  Theodoret's  letters  113  and  ff.  Theodoret  speaks  in  terms  of  high  praise 
of  Leo's  ep.  dogmatica,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  he  had  no  reason  for  suspecting 
it  in  any  way.  In  letter  121  he  expressly  says  that  Leo's  letter  agrees  with  rote; 
Trap'  vj/itftjv  xxi  crvy'ypxtys'iiTi  xai  ET'  IxxA^o-/*?  xypvxQe7<riv  eteL 

-    See   the  Acts  of  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  in  Mansi  VI.,  p.   1009;  the  matter 
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now  to  measure  his  strength  with  the  last  remaining  opponent 
too,  whom  he  had  treated  at  Ephesus  as  a  nonentity.  Leo  was 
in  an  extremely  difficult  position,  as  letters  43 — 72  prove.  If 
the  decree  of  Ephesus  were  to  become  permanent  it  was  all  over 
with  his  orthodoxy  as  well  as  with  the  primacy  of  his  chair. 
He  assembled  a  Council  and  at  the  same  time  got  all  the 
members  of  the  imperial  family  of  the  Western  Empire,  when 
they  came  to  Rome,  to  write  letters  to  Theodosius  against  the 
"episcopus  Alexandrinus  sibi  omnia  vindicans "  (45,  2),  against 
the  Council  in  support  of  his  just  claim  to  be  considered  supreme 
judge  in  matters  of  faith, '  and  in  favour  of  calling  a  new 
Council  to  meet  in  Italy.  He  saw  himself  under  the  necessity 
of  repeatedly  assuring  the  Emperor  of  the  East  that  he  also 
held  firmly  to  the  Nicene  Faith ;  he  took  care  not  to  mention 
what  it  was  exactly  that  he  found  fault  with  in  the  dogmatic 
decrees  of  Ephesus ;  he  simply  insisted  on  the  condemnation  of 
Eutyches  as  a  Manichean  and  a  Doketist,  and  was  slow  about 
recognising  the  new  bishop  of  Constantinople,  the  creature  of 
Dioscurus.  He  yielded  nothing  as  the  successor  of  Peter,  but 
neither  did  he  gain  anything.  Theodosius  stood  firm,  maintained 
that  the  Council  had  merely  defended  antiquity  against  the 
innovations  of  Flavian,  and  coldly  replied  to  the  letters  of  his 
imperial  relations  in  the  West,  declining  to  take  any  action.  A 
less  politic  Pope  than  he  was,  would  have  brought  on  a  breach 
backed  up  as  he  would  have  been  by  the  whole  West  and  by 
the  Emperor  of  the  West,  but  Leo  waited  and  did  not  wait 
in  vain. 

is,    however,    not    quite    certain.     It    is    even    probable  that  Dioscurus  did  not  ex 
communicate  Leo  till  shortly  before  the  Council  of  Chalcedon. 

1  Valentinian  III.  writes  to  Theod.  II.  (ep.  Leon.  55):  "The  Faith  must  get  into 
confusion,  tjv  ypeic,  XTTO  T&V  Trpoyovuv  TrxpxdoQenrxv  otyefaopsv  perx  rijt;  TrpoiryKOv- 
trvic,  KxSotrtwffecai;  exSixe'iv  xxi  rJj?  i$iot$  el/Axfisi'ag  T^V  o&ixv  rla  /tacxxpiw  #TC<TTC'AW 
Tlerpa  xrpwrov  xxt  ev  TQIC,  fi^eTSpott;  %p6vot<;  SixtyvAxTTStv,  7vx  6  pxxxpidiTXTOt; 
STTIO-XOTTOS  TVIS  'Pufjixicav  7TOteu$,  5  TJJV  tepw/rvvyv  KXTX  TTXVTUIV  y  xp%xioTy<;  7rxpeo-%e, 
%wpxv  nxl  euvopixv  'sx,siv  Kepi  TS  KiffTsus  xxi  ispecav  xpivsiv.  Flavian  was  right  in 
appealing  to  him.  It  is  a  curious  spectacle!  Both  Emperors  are  entirely  in  the 
hands  of  their  Patriarchs,  the  one  in  the  hands  of  Dioscurus,  and  the  other  as 
here  in  the  hands  of  Leo.  Never  yet  had  the  State  been  so  much  under  priestly 
authority.  The  Emperors  who  were  powerless  to  do  anything  themselves  played 
the  one  primate  against  the  other. 
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Theodosius  II. '  died  on  the  28th  of  July,  450,  and  the  situa 
tion  was  at  once  altered.  Pulcheria  who  mounted  the  throne 
and  offered  her  hand  to  Marcian,  had  always  deplored  her 
brother's  miserable  misrule,  and  his  proteges  were  her  enemies. 
She  specially  guided  the  ecclesiastical  policy  of  the  Govern 
ment,  while  Marcian  fought  its  enemies  outside.  The  Court 
resolved  to  free  itself  and  the  State  from  the  Alexandrian 
despot.  This  could  not  be  done  without  the  help  of  Rome,  for — 
and  this  is  a  fact  of  the  highest  importance — the  Council  of 
449  had  really  pacified  the  Church  of  the  East.  Of  course 
there  were  some  who  were  discontented,  but  they  were  in  the 
minority.  The  Court  could  not  in  carrying  out  its  new  policy 
reckon  on  the  support  of  any  united  and  reliable  party.  It  was 
only  in  Constantinople  that  it  was  able  to  make  way  quickly, 
for  there  Flavian  was  not  yet  forgotten.  The  Church  of  the 
East  had  enjoyed  peace  since  August.  In  order  that  the  State 
might  get  back  its  independence,  this  Church  which  had  been 
pacified,  had  to  be  disturbed  anew  and  reduced  to  the  most 
lamentable  condition. 

Marcian,  whose  recognition  as  Emperor  Dioscurus  had  sought 
to  prevent  in  Egypt,  at  once  addressed  a  letter  to  Leo.  He 
formally  handed  over  to  the  latter  the  primacy  with  which  his 
predecessor  had  actually  invested  Dioscurus,  and  announced 
besides  his  readiness  to  summon  the  Council  desired  by  Leo. " 
Soon  after  an  epistle  reached  Leo  from  Pulcheria  which  announc 
ed  the  change  of  view  on  the  part  of  the  bishop  of  Constanti 
nople.  He  had  subscribed  Leo's  dogmatic  letter,  that  sent  to 
Flavian,  and  had  condemned  the  erroneous  doctrine  of  Euty- 
ches ;  the  Emperor  had  also  ordered  the  recall  of  the  bishops 
who  had  been  deposed  by  the  Council,  and  their  reinstatement 

1  He    had,    however,  begun  to  shew  a  certain  amount  of  hesitation  during  the 
last    months,  as  is  evident  from  the  recall  of  Pulcheria  and  the  banishment  of  his 
minister  Chrysaphius.     See  Kriiger,  op.  cit.  p.  56. 

2  Marcian    ep.    in    Leon.    epp.    73:    "Pro    reverenda  et  catholica  religione  fidei 
Christianorum    tuam    sanctitatem    principatum    in  episcopatu  divina;  fidei  possiden- 
tem  sacris  litteris  in  principio  justum  credimus  alloquendam . . .  omni  impio  errore 
sublato    per    celebrandam    synodum    te  auctore  maxime  pax  circa  omnes  episcopos 
fidei  catholicse  fiat!"    It  was  in  these  terms  that  Marcian  wrote  to  Leo!  But  he  had 
in  view  merely  an  Eastern  Council;  see  the  second  letter  (ep.  76). 
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in  office  was  reserved  for  the  Council  over  which,  if  possible, 
Leo  was  to  preside  in  person  and  which  was  to  be  held  in  the 
East.  As  a  matter  of  fact  in  the  capital  itself,  after  a  local 
Synod  had  been  called,  everything  was  already  going  as  the 
Emperor,  or  rather,  as  the  Empress,  desired.  The  wretched 
toady,  the  patriarch,  the  creature  and  the  betrayer  of  Dioscurus, 
was  prepared  to  do  everything  the  Court  wished.  In  view  of 
the  completely  changed  circumstances  Leo  had  no  longer  any 
wish  for  a  Council,  because  a  Council  might  always  mean 
action  which  was  dangerous  for  the  Pope.  He  now  took  up 
the  position  that  his  letter  was  sufficient,  that  the  bishops  were 
individually  to  bind  themselves  to  accept  the  doctrine  set  forth 
in  it,  and  that  by  their  return  to  orthodoxy  and  the  erasure 
of  the  names  of  Dioscurus,  Juvenal,  etc.,  from  the  Diptychs,  the 
Robber-Council  would  be  rendered  powerless  for  harm.  He 
wished  on  his  own  initiative  and  apart  from  any  Council,  but 
with  the  assistance  of  his  legates,  to  act  the  part  of  judge  and 
to  receive  to  favour  or  punish  as  impenitent  each  individual 
bishop;  the  bishop  of  Constantinople  was  to  act  with  him  in 
the  matter  as  his  mandatory.  He  therewith  made  an  actual 
beginning  with  the  business  and  it  was  now  fairly  on  its  way. 
And  as  a  matter  of  fact  Leo  may  have  been  naive  enough  to 
imagine  that  the  solution  of  the  dogmatic  difficulty  of  the  East 
was  contained  in  his  sorry  letter,  for  it  seems  never  to  have 
occurred  to  the  Pope  that  there  could  be  any  other  Christ- 
ologies  besides  the  "correct"  one,  Doketism,  and  the  doctrine 
of  Paul  of  Samosata.  He  had  no  appreciation  of  the  subtle, 
though  no  doubt  partly  incorrect  formulae  of  the  Greek  theo 
logians  ;  but  he  was  sure  of  his  ground,  and  it  was  with  this 
feeling  that  the  letters  82 — 86  were  composed,  in  which  the 
Pope  sought  at  all  costs  to  prevent  the  calling  of  a  Council  as 
being  unnecessary  and  inopportune.  '  But  Marcian  required 
the  Council  for  himself  and  for  the  Eastern  Church,  in  which, 
since  the  change  of  rulers,  no  one  knew  what  he  should  believe, 
and  in  which,  for  the  time,  many  bishoprics  were  held  by  two 
bishops  or  had  no  bishop  at  all.  The  Emperor  had  no  desire 

1    The    Westerns    could    not  come,  he  writes,  because  of  the  distress  occasioned 
by  the  Huns. 
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to  surrender  to  the  Pope  while  claiming  his  help.  He  issued 
an  edict  ordaining  the  Council  to  meet  at  Nicaea  in  September 
451,  and  Leo  had  to  acquiesce,  though  with  a  very  bad  grace 
(ep.  89).  He  arranged  to  send  four  legates  and  deputed  to  one 
of  them,  Bishop  Paschasinus,  the  duty  of  presiding  in  his  stead ; 
for  Marcian  had  designated  Leo  himself  as  leader  of  the  future 
Council,  and  so  what  Dioscurus  had  got  for  himself  in  449 
after  a  struggle,  the  Pope  now  secured  without  taking  any 
trouble.  l  Still  Leo  was  extremely  uneasy.  His  numerous  letters 
(89  —  95)  prove  that  he  was  afraid  of  "innovations  contrary  to 
the  Nicene  Creed ",  i.e.,  divergences  from  his  doctrinal  letter. 
He  accordingly  kept  constantly  counselling  mildness  and  forgive 
ness;  whoever  would  only  condemn  Eutyches  and  recognise 
the  Nicene  Creed  was  to  be  regarded  as  orthodox.  The  con 
troversy  regarding  the  Faith  was  in  no  case  to  be  renewed, 
everything  was  clear  and  finally  decided.  In  his  letter  to  the 
Council  (93)  he  expressly  guarded  his  position  by  hinting  that 
besides  the  condemnation  of  Eutyches,  that  of  Nestorius  also  in 
the  year  431,  must  remain  in  force.  This  request  was  rather 
an  act  of  self-justification  than  a  demand;  for  there  were  very 
few  in  the  East  who  were  disposed  to  rehabilitate  Nestorius, 
but  then  there  was  no  actual  repudiation  of  the  "heretic"  in 
the  epistola  dogmatica.  But  all  this  did  not  in  fine  constitute 
the  Pope's  greatest  anxiety.  What  he  dreaded  above  all  was 
the  restoration  of  the  power  of  the  bishop  whom  his  predeces 
sors  in  alliance  with  the  Alexandrians  had  humbled,  the  bishop 
of  Constantinople,  behind  whom  was  Constantius'  idea  of  the 
State.  Now,  however,  he  was  at  enmity  with  the  old  ally  and 
had  in  fact  humiliated  him  to  the  dust, '  but  with  the  downfall 
of  the  enemy  the  support  he  had  given  disappeared  too.  The 
Pope's  anxiety  comes  out  in  the  precise  instructions  given  to 
the  legates:3  "You  may  not  permit  the  constitution  setup  by 

1  Still  the  presidency  was  only  an  honorary  presidency ;  even  Hefele  admits  that  "the 
official  conducting  of  the  business"  was  looked  after  by  the  Imperial  Commissioners. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  the  Romish  Legates  were  merely  the  first  to  record  their  vote. 

"  One  of  the  instructions  given  by  Leo  to  his  legates  is  to  the  effect  that  Dios 
curus  ought  not  to  have  a  seat  in  the  Council,  but  should  only  be  heard  as  a 
defendant;  Mansi  VI,  p.  580  sq. 

3    Mansi  VII.,  p.  443. 
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the  holy  Fathers  (the  sixth  Canon  of  Nicaea  according  to  the 
Roman  forgery)  to  be  violated  or  diminished  by  any  rash 
action  ....  and  if  perchance  some  trusting  to  the  dignity  of 
their  cities  shall  have  attempted  to  appropriate  anything  for 
themselves,  this  you  may  check  with  befitting  firmness."  ("Sanc 
torum  patrum  constitutionem  prolatam  nulla  patiamini  temeritate 
violari  vel  imminui ...  ac  si  qui  forte  civitatum  suarum  splendore 
confisi  aliquid  sibi  tentaverint  usurpare,  hoc  qua  dignum  est  con- 
stantia  retundatis  ").  In  order  to  ensure  the  Emperor's  personal 
presence  which  the  Roman  legates  insisted  upon,  the  Council  was 
at  the  last  moment  transferred  to  Chalcedon  in  the  neighbour 
hood  of  the  capital,  and  was  opened  on  the  eighth  of  October,  45 1. 
As  regards  the  number  of  those  who  took  part  in  it — between 
500  and  600  and  perhaps  over  600 — no  earlier  Council  can 
compare  with  this  one,  which  was  "  politically  and  ecclesiastically 
one  of  the  most  important  of  all",1  a  memorial  of  the  restora 
tion  of  the  authority  of  the  State  accomplished  by  Pulcheria 
and  Marcian,  but  for  this  very  reason  a  memorial  of  the 
enslavement  of  the  spirit  of  the  Eastern  Church  which  here,  in 
connection  with  the  most  important  doctrinal  question,  surren 
dered  to  the  Western  supreme  bishop  allied  with  the  Emperor. 
We  have  no  right  at  all  to  say  that  possibly  the  "authorised 
moment  of  truth  "  of  the  Antiochian  Christology  triumphed  at 
Chalcedon  over  the  dogmatic  ideas  of  the  Alexandrians  and 
the  monks,  for  the  representatives  of  this  Christology  had  long 
ere  this  succumbed  to  the  power  of  the  Alexandrian  Confession. 
The  unspeakably  pitiful  behaviour  too  of  the  Patriarchs  of 
Antioch  and  of  the  largest  section  of  the  bishops  who  were 
theologians  in  sympathy  with  them, — the  Antiochian  middle- 
party  which  dates  from  433 — proves  that  the  members  of  this 
school  conscious  of  their  miserable  powerlessness,  had  of  their 
own  free  will  long  ere  this  renounced  all  attempts  to  influence 
the  Church.  The  disgrace  attaching  to  this  Council  consists  in 

1     Ranke,  Weltgesch.  IV.  I,  p.  324. 

"  Luther,  who  is,  speaking  generally,  not  favourably  disposed  towards  the  Chal- 
cedonian  Council,  says  of  it  (von  Conciliis  und  Kirchen,  Erl.  Ed.,  Vol.,  25,  p.  351): 
';The  Fourth  Council  of  Chalcedon  had  630  members,  almost  as  many  as  all  the 
others,  and  yet  they  were  quite  unequal  to  the  Fathers  at  Nicaea  and  Constantinople." 
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the  fact  that  the  great  majority  of  the  bishops  who  held  the 
same  views  as  Cyril  and  Dioscurus  finally  allowed  a  formula  to 
be  forced  upon  them  which  was  that  of  strangers,  of  the  Em 
peror  and  the  Pope,  and  which  did  not  correspond  to  their 
belief.  Judging  by  the  Acts  of  the  Council  we  can  be  in  no 
doubt  as  regards  the  following  points:1  (i)  that  the  views  of  the 
great  majority  of  the  Fathers  assembled  at  Chalcedon  agreed 
neither  with  those  of  Leo  nor  with  those  of  Flavian  who 
represented  the  Antiochian  middle-party,  that  on  the  contrary 
they,  and  above  all  the  Illyrian,  Palestinian,  and  Egyptian  bish 
ops,  wished  for  nothing  else  beyond  the  ratification  of  the 
Creeds  of  Nicaea  and  Ephesus  as  understood  by  Cyril ; "  (2)  that 
for  this  reason  the  formula,  "out  of  two  natures  Christ  is,"  with 
the  addition  either  expressed  or  understood,  that  after  the  Incar 
nation  the  God-Logos  had  only  one  nature  which  had  become 
flesh,  alone  answered  to  the  faith  of  the  Constantinopolitan 
Patriarch  Anatolius  and  of  the  majority  of  the  bishops;  (3)  that 
far  from  Theodoret  and  his  friends  possessing  the  sympathy  of 
the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Council,  they  had  to  endure 
the  worst  forms  of  abuse,  being  called  "Jews",  while  Theodoret 
succeeded  in  saving  his  orthodoxy  only  by  allowing  his  oppo 
nents  to  extort  from  him  the  condemnation  of  Nestorius;3  (4) 

1  From  the  Recits  de  Dioscore  (Kriiger  op.  cit.  12  ff.  61 — 68)  we  gather — what 
was  hitherto  not  known — that  Dioscurus  was  to  be  won  over  in  a  friendly  way 
by  the  Court  after  he  had  arrived  at  Constantinople  from  Alexandria,  accom 
panied  by  fewer  bishops  than  he  had  intended  to  have  with  him,  in  consequence 
of  an  intrigue.  We  now  know  that  he  was  conducted  to  a  meeting  of  ecclesiastical 
notables  and  that  there  he  also  met  the  Emperor  and  Pulcheria.  Every  effort  was 
made  to  get  him  to  agree  to  the  ep.  Leonis;  but  he  remained  firm  and  it  is  said 
that  by  his  glowing  words  against  the  two  natures  he  for  the  time  being  again 
won  over  the  bishops  (Anatolius,  Juvenal,  Maximus  of  Antioch  and  others)  as  well 
as  the  Senate  to  his  doctrine.  This  is  very  probable.  The  story  given  in  Kriiger, 
p.  62,  shews  by  what  a  spirit  of  rebellion  against  the  State  and  Emperor  he  and 
his  followers  were  animated.  It  follows  from  the  Acts  that  during  the  first  session 
of  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  he  was  still  a  power. 

"  Those  too  who  held  Antiochian  views  were  undoubtedly  no  small  number, 
namely,  bishops  from  Syria,  Asia,  Pontus,  and  Thrace  5  they  could  accept  Leo's 
letter:  but  (i)  they  were  in  the  minority.  (2)  Partly  by  their  repudiation  of 
Nestorius  and  partly  by  what  they  did  at  Ephesus  in  449  they  had  made  the 
sacrificium  intellectus  fidei  and  were  thus  spiritually  demoralised.  Others  might 
without  trouble  have  gained  all  they  wanted  so  far  as  they  were  concerned. 

3    The    threatening  and  abusive  language  ("Whoever  divides  Christ  ought  to  be 
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that  the  Imperial  Commissioners  directed  all  the  proceedings 
and  were  resolved  from  the  first  to  get  the  deposition  of  Dios- 
curus  carried  through  at  the  Council,  although  they  gave  the 
Council  the  show  of  freedom;  (5)  that  the  Imperial  Commis 
sioners  had  been  at  the  same  time  instructed  to  press  for  the 
establishment  of  a  new  doctrinal  formula  on  the  basis  of  Leo's 
letter  in  order  to  bring  to  an  end  the  intolerable  state  of  things 
which  had  prevailed  in  the  Church  of  the  East  owing  to  the 
annulling  of  the  resolution  of  449;  (6)  that  the  Roman  legates 
were  at  one  with  the  Commissioners  in  their  determination  to 
get  the  Council  to  decree  the  deposition  of  Dioscurus  and  the 
setting  up  of  a  dogmatic  confession,  but  that  they  differed  from 
them  so  far  in  that  they  wished  Dioscurus  to  be  described  as 
a  heretic,  in  other  words,  as  a  rebel  against  the  Pope,  and 
at  the  same  time  exerted  themselves  simply  towards  getting 
Leo's  ep.  dogmatica  accepted  in  the  Church ;  (7)  that  Dioscurus 
had  to  submit  to  a  judicial  process  of  an  extremely  disgraceful 
and  unjust  kind,  that  he  acquitted  himself  worthily,  and  firmly 
maintained  his  position  as  the  successor  of  Athanasius,  and  that 
in  the  end  he  was  in  no  sense  deposed  on  the  ground  of  heresy, 
nor  on  account  of  murder,  but  on  the  ground  of  certain 
irregularities,  including  contempt  for  the  divine  canon,  and  dis 
obedience  to  the  Council, '  while  his  deceased  opponent  Flavian 

divided  himself  5  dismember  them,  cast  them  out,  etc. ")  used  at  Chalcedon  was  not 
any  milder  than  that  used  at  Ephesus  in  449.  Theodoret  condemned  Nestorius  at 
the  eighth  sitting,  Mansi  VII.,  p.  185  sq.  From  the  time  of  Leo  I.,  moreover,  the 
orthodox  and  those  whose  views  were  more  of  the  type  of  the  school  of  Antioch, 
applied  the  worst  term  of  abuse,  "Jew",  to  the  Eutychians  (Monophysites)  because 
they  ostensibly  denied  the  Incarnation. 

1  Dioscurus  protested  that  he  did  not  assume  that  there  was  any  mixing  of  the 
natures;  and  nobody  was  able  to  prove  the  opposite  against  him;  see  Mansi  VI., 
p.  676:  Aifoxopoi;  slTTtv  oiJrs  <rvyxv<riv  ^eyofj-fv  otire  repifv  e#r<  Tfovjv.  aivxifpac  T& 
heyovri  (7«/7'%i/<r/v  if  rpoiriiv  >j  eivtixpxiriv.  On  the  other  hand  he  was  not  refuted 
when  he  (p.  683)  asserted:  "Flavian  was  justly  condemned  because  he  still  main 
tained  two  natures  after  the  union.  I  can  prove  from  Athanasius,  Gregory,  and 
Cyril  that  after  the  union  we  ought  rather  to  speak  only  of  one  incarnate  nature 
of  the  Logos.  I  will  be  rejected  together  with  the  Fathers,  but  I  am  defending 
the  doctrine  of  the  Fathers,  and  yield  on  no  point."  He  approved  of  the  expres 
sion  "out  of  two  natures";  one  can  readily  understand  how  as  early  as  the  second 
session  he  no  longer  wished  to  appear  at  the  Council. 
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was  on  the  other  hand  rehabilitated ;  *  (8)  that  the  bishops  who 
had  met  together  with  him  at  Ephesus  at  first  attempted  to 
make  out  that  the  vote  they  gave  there  had  been  extorted  by 
force,  but  that  afterwards  when  they  found  they  could  not  prove 
this  they  described  themselves  in  the  most  dishonourable  way 
as  erring  men  who  had  gone  wrong  and  begged  forgiveness, 
although  as  a  matter  of  fact  they  did  not  deny  their  faith  at 
Ephesus  in  the  year  449,  but  now  at  Chalcedon ;  ~  (9)  that, 
considering  the  views  of  the  faith  prevailing  at  the  time,  the 
great  majority  of  the  bishops  were  able  to  comply  with  a  new 
rule  of  faith  even  though  it  might  be  expressed  in  the  usual 
terms,  only  by  doing  violence  to  their  consciences,  and  that 
they  finally  deceived  themselves  by  drawing  the  delusive  dis 
tinction  that  it  was  not  a  question  of  an  exposition  (eK&sris) 
but  of  an  interpretation  (epftyvfiot)  ;  (10)  that  spite  of  all  the 
pressure  put  on  them  by  the  Roman  legates  and  the  commis 
sioners,  the  majority  under  the  guidance  of  Anatolius  while  ex 
pressly  emphasing  the  fact  that  Dioscurus  was  not  deposed  on 
account  of  heresy — Anatolius  had  always  in  his  heart  agreed 
with  the  views  of  Dioscurus — further  attempted  to  set  up  a 
doctrinal  formula  in  which  the  distinction  between  the  two 
natures  was  made  one  in  thought  only,  and  which  made  it  pos 
sible  to  speak  of  one  nature  after  the  Incarnation,  3  and  that 
three  statements  particularly,  in  the  third  and  fourth  chapters 
of  Leo's  letter  to  Flavian,  (see  above)  appeared  to  the  bishops 

1  In  connection  with  this  affair  Juvenal  and  the  Palestinian  bishops  changed 
their  opinion  in  the  most  disgraceful  fashion 

-  Some  of  them  had  agreed  with  Flavian  in  448,  with  Dioscurus  in  449,  and 
now  they  agreed  with  the  Council!  Even  the  Imperial  Commissioners  blamed  the 
bishops  for  the  contradiction  in  which  they  entangled  themselves  when  they  gave 
out  that  their  vote  of  the  year  449  had  been  purely  extorted  from  them;  see 
Mansi  VI.,  p.  637  fin.  It  has  to  be  noted,  moreover,  that  throughout  the  proceedings 
it  was  much  more — in  fact  it  was  almost  exclusively — a  question  of  persons,  of 
their  standing,  or  of  the  right  or  wrong  of  their  condemnation,  and  therefore  as  to 
Nestorius,  Cyril,  Flavian,  Eutyches,  Theodoret,  Dioscurus,  Leo,  than  a  question  of 
the  actual  matter  in  hand.  In  the  first  place  everyone  took  care  not  to  touch  the 
real  point  or  to  have  anything  to  do  with  constructing  formulae,  and  in  the  second 
place  the  personal  question  was  with  most  of  them  the  main  thing. 

3    See  the  proceedings  in  Mansi  VII.,  p.  97  sq. 
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to  be  intolerably  Nestorian;  *  (n)  that  the  bishops  abandoned 
their  proposed  formula  only  after  the  most  violent  threats  on 
the  part  of  the  Emperor,  among  which  too  was  a  threat  to 
transfer  the  Council  to  Italy,  and  that  they  outwardly  recon 
ciled  themselves  to  the  statements  of  Leo  with  which  they  had 
found  fault  by  deluding  themselves  with  the  false  idea  that 
Cyril  said  very  much  what  Leo  said  and  that  both  were  in  agree 
ment;  (12)  that  the  new  doctrinal  formula2  would  nevertheless 
not  have  been  carried  through  if  it  had  not  finally  been  estab 
lished  under  severe  pressure  at  a  secret  commission,  and  that 
this  formula  is  so  far  lacking  in  veracity  in  that  it  is  intended  to 
contain  the  genuine  doctrine  of  Cyril  and  recognises  the  resolu 
tion  of  the  Cyrillian  Council  of  431,  while  it  gives  it  the  go-bye 
in  so  far  as  it  sets  aside  the  unity  and  union  of  the  natures. 
The  imperial-papal  formula  was  proclaimed  and  adopted  at 
the  fifth  sitting.  '  It  first  of  all  confirms  the  decision  of  Nicaea, 
Constantinople,  and  Ephesus,  it  then  explains  that  the  Creed 
which  had  been  handed  down  is  sufficient  in  itself,  but  that  on 
account  of  the  teachers  of  false  doctrine  who  on  the  one  hand 
reject  the  designation  Qsoroxos  and  on  the  other  wish  to  introduce 
the  idea  of  a  confusion  (<rvy%u<rt<;)  and  mixing  (xpatric)  of  the 
natures,  "  and  absurdly  fabricate  only  one  nature  for  the  flesh 
and  the  Godhead,"4  and  consider  the  divine  nature  of  the  only- 
begotten  to  be  capable  of  suffering,  the  Council  has  adopted 
both  the  letters  of  Cyril  to  Nestorius 5  and  the  Easterns,  as 

1  The    expression    so    frequently    used    by    the    Westerns,  God  has  assumed  "a 
man ",  was  also  found  fault  with,  but  not  officially. 

2  The  formula  was  probably  already  drawn  up  when  the  Chalcedonian  Council 
began ;  that  commission  cannot  have  got  it  ready  in  the  short  time  it  had ;  it  even 
appears  to  follow  from  what  is  said  in  the  Recits  de  Dioscore  that  it  had  already 
been  laid  before  the  Court  previous  to  the  meeting  of  the  Council. 

3  See  Mansi  VII.,  p.   107  sq. 

4  Rarely    had    any    one    to  my    knowledge    expressed  himself  in  this  way  after 
Apollinaris    (plxv    elvxi    T>??    <rzpxbi;    Kce.1  rif?  OedryToi;  Qvirtv),  but  the  Bishops  had 
first    to    distort    the  faith  which  they  themselves  had  avowed  and  which  they  now 
nevertheless    rejected,    in    order    to    turn    it    into    a    heresy.     The    "Eranistes"   of 
Theodoret,  however,  attacks  those  who  "make  the  divinity  and  humanity  into  one 
nature." 

5  The    Anathemas    of    Cyril    are    also   implicitly    to  be  understood    as  included 
in  these:  see  Loofs,  op.  cit.  p.  50  f 
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well  as  the  letter  of  Leo.  It  is  therefore  directed  both  against 
those  who  break  up  the  mystery  of  the  Incarnation  into  two 
sons,  and  also  against  those  who  consider  the  Godhead  of  the 
only-begotten  to  be  capable  of  suffering,  who  imagine  a  min 
gling  and  a  fusion  and  declare  the  human  substance  of  Christ 
to  be  a  heavenly  substance  :  "  those  who  on  the  one  hand 
assert  two  natures  in  the  Lord  before  the  union  and  those  on 
the  other  hand  who  imagine  one  after  the  union,  be  anathema." 
(xat}  rovi;  "Suo  (t£V  irpb  r%<;  I-VUTSKS  Qureif  rou  xupiou  (/.vQs'jovrats* 
ftitxv  $£  (tfTiZ  ryv  svupiv  txvatTf^txrrovrfCi;,  ccvaQspari^si).  (This  was 
the  sacrifice  of  the  thought  of  Faith.)  "Following  therefore  the 
holy  Fathers,  we  all  agree  in  teaching  plainly  that  it  is  neces 
sary  to  confess  one  and  the  same  Son  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
perfect  alike  in  His  divinity  and  perfect  in  his  humanity,  alike 
truly  God  and  truly  man,"  ('ETroftfvcit  rolvov  rots  ofyicii; 
Hvat  K&I  rbv  aturbv  opofaysTv  uibv  rbv  xvpiov  ypuv  'I.  Xp. 
otTravrsq  £K$i()a<rxo[t£v,  rsteiGv  rbv  avrbv  iv  Qsoryri  xati  TSASIGV  rbv 
aurbv  £V  avQpuTrbryrt,  &ebv  <xhyQ$<;  KXI  av&paiTQV  aihyQ&s  rev  uurdv). 
This  is  further  developed  in  detail,  then  we  have  :  "  We 
acknowledge  one  and  the  same  Christ  in  two  natures  unconfus- 
edly,  unchangeably,  indivisibly,  inseparably  ;  nowhere  is  the 
difference  of  the  natures  annulled  because  of  the  union,  but  on 
the  contrary  the  property  of  each  of  the  two  natures  is  pre 
served  ;  each  nature  coming  together  into  one  person  and  one 
hypostasis,  not  divided  or  separated  into  two  persons,  but  one 
and  the  same  Son  and  only-begotten,  God-Logos."  fa  at  %xi 
rbv  otvrbv  Xpvrrbv  ...  sv  $110  Qvveffiv  '  civvy  xurzeq, 

r$j$    ruv 


ix    ryv  svccriv, 

Qveeuc.     y.oti    in;    sv    irpfouirov   xoti    s^iocv    vTrdffrafftv  wvrpe- 
,    OVK    ii$    ^uo  TrpotruTTix  (Jt,epi%6(j,svQV  jj  dtatipovftsvov, 


1  It  is  here  that  the  difficulty  occurs  which  has  been  so  much  discussed,  namely, 
that  the  Greek  text  gives  en  Suo  Qvtreuv  and  the  Latin  "  in  duabus  naturis".  Judg 
ing  from  all  that  preceded  this,  one  cannot  but  hold  that  Tillemont,  Walch,  Giese- 
ler,  Neander,  Hefele  and  others  are  right  (as  against  Baur  and  Ddrner)  and  look 
for  the  original  reading  in  the  latter  phrase.  The  form  in  which  we  have  the 
Greek  text  is  of  course  not  a  mere  error,  but  is  an  ancient  falsification.  In  the 
period  from  the  fifth  to  the  seventh  century  the  falsification  of  acts  was  an  im 
portant  weapon  for  the  defence  of  what  was  sacred. 
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xtzi  TOV  UVTOV  vibv  KXI  [tovoyevy,  ®sov  hoyov.).  The  decree  appeals 
in  support  of  these  statements  to  the  Old  Testament,  to  Jesus 
Christ  Himself,  and — to  the  Nicene  Creed;  at  the  close  it  is 
said  that  no  one  is  to  accept  or  teach  any  other  creed,  that 
on  the  contrary  only  this  form  of  belief  is  to  be  handed 
down  in  connection  with  the  instruction  of  Jews,  heathen,  and 
heretics. 

The  Emperor  had  now  got  what  he  wished.  He  had  shewn 
that  he  ruled  the  Church,  and  he  had  got  a  formula  according 
to  which  he  was  able  henceforth  to  decide  what  was  orthodox 
and  what  was  heretical. 1  An  end  was  put  to  the  uncertain 
state  of  things  which  permitted  everyone  to  appeal  to  the  318 
bishops  and  in  doing  this  to  think  whatever  he  liked.  In  the 
full  consciousness  of  his  triumph  Marcian  appeared  in  person 
along  with  Pulcheria  at  the  sitting  immediately  following  (6), 
and  addressed  the  Council,  making  express  reference  to  Con- 
stantine.  He  was  greeted  with  acclamations  from  the  whole 
Council:  "We  all  so  believe;  we  are  all  orthodox;  this  Faith 
has  saved  the  world ;  hail  to  Marcian,  the  new  Constantine,  the 
new  Paul,  the  new  David !  You  are  the  peace  of  the  world ; 
Pulcheria  is  the  new  Helena!"  But  the  Pope  too  had  got 
what  he  wanted,  if  not  everything.  His  letter  had  not  been 

1  This  prospect  was  indeed  a  delusive  one;  for  since  the  Council  had  expressly 
appealed  both  to  Cyril  and  to  Leo,  its  decree  could  be  interpreted  according  to 
the  views  either  of  the  one  or  of  the  other,  and  consequently  the  old  trouble  was 
really  there  again.  The  three  decrees  of  February  7th,  March  I3th,  and  July  28th, 
452,  (Mansi  VII.,  pp.  476,  477,  501)  are  a  proof  of  the  energy  and  vigour  with 
which  the  Emperor  purposed  to  enforce  the  Chalcedonian  Creed.  According  to 
the  first  of  these  all  controversy  was  to  cease,  nobody  was  to  dispute  publicly 
regarding  the  faith.  Whoever  does  this  is  looking  in  broad  daylight  for  a  false 
light,  commits  an  act  of  sacrilege,  insults  the  holy  Council  and  betrays  the  secret 
to  the  Jews  and  the  heathen.  He  must  accordingly  expect  severe  punishment, 
which  has  been  already  fixed  and  which  will  be  of  different  degrees  for  the  sepa 
rate  classes  of  the  community.  According  to  the  third  edict  Eutychians  and  Apolli- 
narians  are  forbidden  to  have  pastors;  those  who  contravene  this  order  are  to  be 
punished  with  confiscation  of  their  goods  and  exile.  The  right  of  assemblage, 
the  right  of  building  churches,  and  of  being  together  in  monasteries,  is  withdrawn 
from  them.  Their  property  is  to  go  to  the  Exchequer.  So  too  they  are  deprived 
of  the  power  of  inheriting  anything  and  of  bequeathing  anything.  Eutychian 
monks  are  to  be  treated  as  Manicheans,  are  to  be  driven  from  their  "stalls"  and 
removed  from  the  soil  of  the  Empire.  Eutychian  writings  are  to  be  burned,  etc. 
Eutyches  and  Dioscurus  themselves  must  go  into  exile. 
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given  straight  off  the  place  of  a  doctrinal  ordinance,  but  the 
Conciliar-decree  had  proceeded  from  this  letter;  his  dogmatic 
teaching  was  acknowledged,  and  in  his  address  to  the  Council 
Marcian  had  given  expression  to  this  fact.  The  truth  is  that 
without  the  help  of  the  Papal  legates  Marcian  could  not  have 
effected  anything.  But  the  Church  of  the  East  had  been  deprived 
of  its  faith. l  The  evweri?  <pv<ri)cy,  the  natural  union,  was  not 
mentioned;  no  one  could  any  longer  unhesitatingly  teach  that 
the  God-Logos  had  taken  up  the  human  nature  into  the  unity 
of  his  unique  substance  and  made  it  the  perfect  organ  of 
His  deity.  The  construction  of  a  Christology  based  on  the 
God-Logos  was  severely  shaken;  the  "two  hypostases  fivo 
vTT07Ttx,<7£ig}  were  not  expressly  condemned.  In  the  "coming 
together"  (<rvvTpE%siv)  each  nature  continues  to  exist  in  its  own 
mode  of  being;  the  divinity  has  not  absorbed  the  humanity 
nor  has  the  humanity  been  exalted  to  the  height  of  the  divinity, 
but  the  human  and  divine  natures  are  simply  united  in  the 
person  of  the  Redeemer,  and  therefore  only  mediately  and  in  an 
individual  (individuum).  No  pious  Greek  who  had  had  Athana- 
sius  and  Cyril  for  his  teachers  could  acknowledge  that  to  be 
"the  right  mean";  it  was  not  even  a  formula  of  compromise 
like  that  of  the  year  433  ;  it  was  the  abandonment  of  the  work 
of  developing  the  Christological  formula  strictly  in  accordance 
with  soteriology.  The  latter  itself  now  became  uncertain.  If 
humanity  was  not  deified  in  Christ,  but  if  in  His  case  His 
humanity  was  merely  united  with  the  divinity  by  the  prosopon 
or  person,  then  what  effect  can  a  union  such  as  that  have  for 
us?  That  formula  can  only  be  of  advantage  either  to  the 
detested  "moralism"  of  the  Antiochians,  or  to  mysticism,  which 
bases  its  hope  of  redemption  on  the  idea  that  the  God-Logos 
continually  unites  Himself  anew  with  each  individual  soul  so  as 
to  form  a  union.  The  four  bald  negative  terms  (txvwyxvToeq  etc.,) 
which  are  supposed  to  express  the  whole  truth,  are  in  the  view 
of  the  classical  theologians  amongst  the  Greeks,  profoundly 

1  In  respect  of  its  relation  to  the  orthodox  faith  and  of  the  fact  that  it  owed 
its  origin  to  the  Emperor,  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  may  be  compared  with  the 
decrees  of  the  last  Councils  of  Constantius.  It  is  true  that  orthodoxy  afterwards 
found  it  easier  to  reconcile  itself  to  the  two  natures  than  to  the  "likeness".  Still 
perhaps  it  might  have  come  to  terms  with  the  latter  also. 
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irreligious.  They  are  wanting  in  warm,  concrete  substance ;  of 
the  bridge  which  his  faith  is  to  the  believer,  the  bridge  from 
earth  to  heaven,  they  make  a  line  which  is  finer  than  the  hair 
upon  which  the  adherents  of  Islam  one  day  hope  to  enter 
Paradise.  One  may  indeed  say  that  the  Chalcedonian  Creed 
preserved  for  the  East  the  minimum  of  historical  conception 
which  the  Church  still  possessed  regarding  the  person  of  Christ, 
by  cutting  short  the  logical  results  of  the  doctrine  of  redemption, 
which  threatened  completely  to  destroy  the  Christ  of  the  Gos 
pels.  But  the  Fathers  who  accepted  the  Creed  did  not  think 
of  that.  They  in  fact  accepted  it  under  compulsion,  and  if  they 
had  thought  of  this,  the  price  which  they  paid  would  have  been 
too  dear;  for  a  theology  which,  in  what  is  for  it  the  most  im 
portant  of  all  questions,  has  recourse  to  mere  negatives,  is  self- 
condemned.  Nor  is  it  of  any  use  to  point  to  the  fact  that  the 
Council  merely  gave  the  mystery  a  definite  standing  and  thereby 
furthered  the  interests  of  the  Greek  Church  and  the  Greek 
theology.  The  true  mystery  on  the  contrary  ivas  contained  in 
the  substantial  union  of  the  two  natures  themselves.  It  was 
seriously  damaged  by  being  banished  from  its  place  here,  and 
when  in  place  of  it  the  conception  of  the  union,  a  conception 
which  was  supposed  at  the  same  time  to  involve  a  state  of 
separation,  was  raised  to  the  position  of  the  secret  of  faith. 
The  real  mystery  was  thus  shoved  aside  by  a  pseudo-mystery 
which  in  truth  no  longer  permitted  theology  to  advance  to  the 
thought  of  the  actual  and  perfect  union.  Monophysitism  which 
holds  to  the  statement  that,  without  prejudice  to  the  homo- 
ousia  of  the  body  of  Christ  with  our  body,  the  God-Logos 
made  this  body  His  own  body  and  for  this  reason  took  it  up 
into  the  unity  of  His  substance,  is  without  doubt  the  legitimate 
heir  of  the  theology  of  Athanasius  and  the  fitting  expression 
of  Greek  Christianity. l  The  proposition,  however,  which  was 

1  We  can  only  adduce  one  consideration  here,  namely,  that  it  was  essential  to 
this  Christianity  which  had  the  New  Testament  beside  it,  that  it  should  never,  just 
because  of  this,  develop  in  a  logical  way  as  a  mystical  doctrine  of  redemption. 
Understood  in  this  sense  no  objection  can  be  taken  to  the  statement  that  the  logical 
development  of  the  monophysite  faith  even  in  its  least  extravagant  form,  was  bound 
to  come  into  conflict  with  certain  elements  of  the  ecclesiastical  tradition,  or  with 
certain  New  Testament  passages  which  could  not  be  given  up. 
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now  to  pass  for  orthodox,  "  each  nature  in  communion  with  the 
other  does  what  is  proper  to  it,"  (agit  utraque  forma  cum  alte- 
rius  communione,  quod  proprium  est)  actually  makes  two  sub 
jects  out  of  one  and  betokens  a  lapse  from  the  ancient  faith. 
That  the  view  we  have  here  expressed  is  correct  is  attested  by 
the  previous  history  of  the  formula  of  the  two  natures  and  the 
one  person.  Up  to  this  time  scarcely  anything  had  been  known 
in  the  East  of  a  "nature  without  hypostasis  "  (Quo-it;  awirdtrrotTOs), 
although  the  Antiochians  had  distinguished  between  Qvtrii;  and 
TrpOTUTTCv.  It  is  attested  further  by  the  melancholy  proceedings 
at  the  Council  itself,  and,  as  will  be  shewn,  it  is  attested  above 
all  by  the  history  which  follows.  A  formula  was  now  introduced 
which  could  ultimately  be  traced  to  a  legal  source  and  which 
for  that  reason  could  be  transformed  into  a  philosophical-theo 
logical  formula  only  by  a  scholastic. 

At  Chalcedon  only  a  part  of  the  deputation  of  monks  who 
had  approached  the  Council  with  the  prayer  that  the  ancient 
faith  might  not  suffer  harm,  and  also  the  majority  of  the  Egyp 
tian  monks,  remained  firm.  '  We  cannot  say,  however,  whether 
the  action  of  the  latter  was  an  instance  of  the  courage  of  faith. 
Their  request  that  the  Council  should  not  compel  them  to 
accept  the  formula  since  in  this  case  they  would  be  killed  after 
their  return  to  Egypt,  their  despairing  cry,  "  We  shall  be  killed, 
if  we  subscribe  Leo's  epistle ;  we  would  rather  be  put  to  death 
here  by  you  than  there  ;  have  pity  on  us :  we  would  rather  die 
at  the  hands  of  the  Emperor  and  at  your  hands  than  at  home," 
proves  that  they  were  still  more  afraid  of  Coptic  fanaticism 
than  of  the  Emperor's  police.  They  were  allowed  to  postpone 
their  subscription  till  a  new  bishop  should  be  appointed  to 
Alexandria,  since  they  had  explained  that  without  a  new  bishop 
they  could  do  nothing.  They  were  not,  however,  to  stir  from 
Constantinople  till  then. 

The  Council  was  to  be  a  Council  of  peace  after  the  downfall 
of  Dioscurus.  All  were  pardoned,  even  Ibas  himself,  and  on 
the  other  hand,  the  traitorous  associates  of  Dioscurus  at  whose 
head  stood  Juvenal  of  Jerusalem.  All  were  restored  to  their 
bishoprics  so  far  as  that  was  at  all  feasible.  A  series  of  Canons 

1     See  the  proceedings  of  the  fourth  sitting. 
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was  then  issued  dealing  with  the  regulation  of  ecclesiastical 
matters.  The  seventeenth  Canon  asserted  in  a  blunt  fashion 
what  was  a  fundamental  Byzantine  principle:  "let  the  arrange 
ment  also  of  the  ecclesiastical  districts  follow  that  of  the  civil 
and  state  places."  (role  irohiTixoTs  xai  $yfto<rloi$  TOTTOU;  xxi  rav 
sxxhytTizfTix&v  TTxpoixt&v  -/i  rx^ig  ccxohovQeiTot).  The  twenty-eighth, 
under  cover  of  an  appeal  to  the  third  Canon1  of  381,  struck  a 
blow  at  Rome  by  ordaining  that  the  patriarch  of  Constantinople 
was  to  enjoy  similar  privileges  to  those  possessed  by  the  bishop 
of  Rome,  was  to  be  second  to  him  in  rank,  and  was  to  get  an 
enormous  extension  of  his  diocese — namely,  over  Pontus,  Asia, 
and  Thrace.  The  proceedings  in  connection  with  this  matter 
do  not  belong  to  the  history  of  dogma,  although  Leo  combat 
ed  the  resolution  with  dogmatic  arguments  drawn  from  tradition. 
The  Roman  legates,  we  may  note,  entered  their  protest.  The 
Emperor  once  more  created  for  himself  a  patriarch  primi  ordi- 
nis,  after  that  the  patriarch  of  Alexandria  had  had  to  be  over 
thrown,  and  it  was  the  bishop  of  his  own  capital  whom  he  put 
alongside  of  the  Roman  bishop.  The  Council  had  to  ask  the 
Pope  to  confirm  the  twenty-eighth  Canon  by  way  of  return,  as 
it  was  openly  put,  for  the  acknowledgment  of  his  dogmatic 
letter  in  the  East. "  But  the  Pope  remained  firm ;  his  letters 
104 — 107  prove  that  he  had  no  intention  of  surrendering  the 
grand  success  he  had  secured  just  in  the  East.  A  primacy  of 
the  East  in  Constantinople  was  the  greatest  possible  danger, 
and  for  this  reason  Leo  at  once  again  took  up  the  cause  of 
the  chairs  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch.  In  fact  he  now  even 
shewed  some  hesitation  in  giving  his  approval  of  the  resolutions  of 
the  great  Councils  generally,  so  that  the  Monophysites  came  to  be 

1  The  Romans  before  this  had  no  official  knowledge  whatever  of  this  Canon, 
and  in  praxi  it  had  not  been  entirely  enforced,  even  in  the  East  itself,  as  the 
Robber-Synod  shews. 

"  Leo,  ep.  98.  The  letter  is  full  of  flattery  of  the  Pope;  see  c.  I.  It  follows  too  from 
the  formally  very  submissive  epistle  of  Anatolius  to  Leo  (ep.  101)  that  an  attempt  had 
been  made  to  induce  Leo  by  flattery  to  acknowledge  the  a8th  Canon.  We  gather 
from  Marcian's  epistle  to  Leo  (ep.  100)  that  the  Emperor  considered  that  Canon 
as  the  most  important  ordinance  of  the  Council  together  with  the  doctrinal  decision. 
For  details  see  Kattenbusch,  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  87  ff.,  where  the  Canons  9  and  17  are 
discussed. 
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under  the  pleasing  delusion  that  he  was  inclined  to  side  with 
them.  (!)  '  He  soon  entirely  broke  with  Anatolius  and  entered 
into  negotiations  with  the  new  bishop  of  Alexandria  (ep.  129) 
and  with  the  bishop  of  Antioch  (ep.  119)  whose  position  in 
their  patriarchates  he  sought  to  strengthen,  and  whom  he  begged 
to  send  him  more  frequently  information  regarding  their  affairs 
that  he  might  be  able  to  render  them  assistance.  Soon,  how 
ever,  the  Constantinopolitan  bishop  Anatolius  found  himself  in 
such  a  difficult  position  owing  to  the  new  dogmatic  controver 
sies,  that  he  preferred  to  shelve  the  Canon  complained  of  and 
once  more  to  seek  the  friendship  of  Leo  which  he  did  indeed 
secure. 

§  3.     The  Monophysite  Controversies  and  the  Fifth  Council. ' 

i.  The  severest  condemnation  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  as 
decree  wrung  from  the  Eastern  Churches,  is  to  be  found  in 
the  history  of  the  next  68  years.  These  years  are  not  only 
marked  by  the  most  frightful  revolts  on  the  part  of  the  populace 
and  the  monks,  particularly  in  Egypt,  Palestine,  and  a  part  of 
Syria,  but  also  by  the  attempts  of  the  Emperors  to  get  rid  of 
the  decree  which  had  been  issued  with  a  definite  end  in  view, 
and  which  was  a  source  of  difficulty  and  threatened  the  security 

1  See  ep.  no;  the  approval  followed  in  ep.  114,  with  certain  reservations  be 
cause  of  Canon  28;  see  ep.  115 — 117. 

"  The  enormous  and  varied  documentary  material  is  given  only  in  part  in 
Mansi  VII — IX.  The  Pope's  letters  are  in  Thiel,  1867.  Much  new  in  Mai's  Script. 
Vet.  Nova  Coll.;  Joh.  of  Ephesus  (Monophysite)  hist,  eccl.,  German  translation  by 
Schonfelder,  1862,  something  different  in  Land,  Anecd.  Syr.  Information  regarding 
further  sources  in  Moller,  Monophysiten  (R.-Encykl.  X.)  and  Loofs,  Leontius,  1887, 
(Texte  u.  Unters.  III.  I,  2).  Accounts  by  Tillemont,  Gibbon,  Walch,  Schrockh, 
Hefele,  Dorner,  Baur,  cf.  the  articles  on  the  subject  by  Moller,  Gass,  and  Hauck  in 
the  R.-Encykl. :  in  the  same  place  the  special  literature  in  connection  with  the  Theo- 
paschitian,  Tritheistic,  and  Origenist  controversies  and  that  of  the  Three  Chapters. 
The  special  investigations,  however,  which  had  been  carried  on  up  till  the  beginning 
of  the  1 8th  century  have  rarely  been  resumed  in  recent  times,  but  see  Gieseler, 
Comment.,  qua  Monophys.  opin.  illustr.,  2  parts,  1835,  1838;  Kriiger,  Monophys. 
Streitigkeiten,  1884  and  Loofs,  op.  cit. ;  Kleyn,  Bijdrage  tot  de  Kerkgeschiedenis 
van  het  Oosten  gedurende  de  zesde  Eeuw,  1891  (from  the  chronicle  of  Dionysius 
of  Tellmahre,  who  made  extracts  from  the  Church  History  of  John  of  Ephesus. 
Kleyn  gives  the  portions  referring  to  the  6th  century;  they  are  identical  with  the 
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of  the  Empire.  '  They  were  all  the  more  under  the  necessity 
of  making  these  attempts,  that  in  the  East  energetic  theologians 
who  could  defend  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  were  entirely  lacking. 
At  this  period  it  maintained  its  position  only  by  means  of  the 
great  importance  given  to  it  by  the  imposing  Council,  by  the 
majority  of  the  clergy  in  the  capital,  and  by  the  Roman  bishop. 
These  were  strong  forces;  but  the  strength  of  the  opposition 
to  it,  which  was  supported  by  the  increasing  aversion  to  the 
Byzantine  Emperor  and  his  Patriarch,  by  national  aspirations 
and  personal  antipathies.  •  was  also  great.  In  addition  to  this 
the  pious-minded  felt  as  much  aggrieved  by  the  fact  that  a  new 
formula  had  been  introduced  at  all  as  by  what  was  in  the 
formula  itself. :!  The  Encyclical  letter  (syxvxfaov)  of  the  usurper 

second  and  third  parts  of  John's  Church  History.  Kleyn  has  published  for  the 
first  time  the  sections  for  the  years  481 — 561  [in  Dutch];  they  are  of  great  import 
ance  for  the  history  of  Monophysitism,  its  spread,  and  the  persecution  it  underwent) 

1  Leo  I.,  Marcian's  successor,  had  already  made  a  beginning  with  this,  though 
he  proceeded  cautiously;  see  Leon,  papas  ep.  145 — 158,  160 — 165,  169 — 173.  One 
can  see  here  what  trouble  it  cost  the  Pope  to  maintain  the  Chalcedonian  Creed. 
The  opposition  parties  made  the  strongest  efforts  to  prove  that  the  Chalcedonian 
Creed  was  Nestorian.  Of  the  memorial  of  Timotheus  Aelurus  (Heruler?  hardly) 
the  Monophysite  Patriarch  of  Alexandria,  Gennadius  says  (de  vir.  inl.  73):  ulibrum 
valde  suasorium,  quern  pravo  sensu  patrum  testimoniis  in  tantum  roborare  conatus 
est,  ut  ad  decipiendum  imperatorem  et  suam  hoeresim  constituendam  psene  Leonem, 
urbis  Romse  pontificem,  et  Chalcedonensem  synodum  ac  totos  occidentales  episcopos 
illorum  adminiculo  Nestorianos  ostenderet."  The  fact  that  the  Emperor  Leo  called 
for  an  expression  of  opinion  regarding  the  Chalcedonian  Creed,  was  a  step  towards 
getting  rid  of  it. 

'-  Monasticism  which  was  hostile  to  the  State,  the  aspirations  after  independ 
ence  on  the  part  of  the  Egyptians,  and  jealousy  of  the  influence  of  the  Byzantine 
Patriarch,  all  played  a  part  behind  Monophysitism.  This  feeling  of  jealousy  was 
shared  by  the  Roman  bishop  who,  however,  felt  himself  under  the  necessity 
primarily  of  guarding  the  dogmatic  formula. 

3  See  the  opinion  of  a  Pamphylian  Council  supplied  to  the  Emperor,  printed 
in  Mansi  VII.  p.  573 — 576.  We  can  see  from  this  that  not  only  was  the  new 
definition  which  went  beyond  the  Nicene  Creed  felt  to  be  objectionable  by  the 
bishops,  but  that  they  disapprove  too  of  the  distinction  of  nature  and  person, 
prefer  to  speak  with  Cyril  of  one  nature  and  wish  to  make  the  Chalcedonian 
Creed  authoritative  only  in  connection  with  controversies  as  being  a  formula  which 
originated  in  and  was  rendered  necessary  by  controversy,  but  not  for  the  instruc 
tion  of  ordinary  Christians.  The  Armenian  Church  has  kept  to  this  position;  it 
is  not  Monophysite,  but  Cyrillian;  see  Arsak  Ter  Mikelian,  Die  Armenische  Kirche 
in  ihren  Beziehungen  zur  Byzantischen  vom.  4 — 13  Jahrh.,  Leipzig  1892,  cf. 
Karapet,  Die  Paulikianer,  (Leipzig  1893)  p.  54  ^ 
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Basilikus  (476)  which  abrogated  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  and 
decided  in  favour  of  Monophysitism,  had  certainly  only  a  passing 
importance. '  But  state-policy  was  successful  in  uniting  a  section 
of  the  Chalcedonians  and  Monophysites  by  means  of  a  Henoti- 
con  (482),  which,  when  issued  as  an  imperial  edict  by  Zeno, 
virtually  annulled  the  decree  of  451. "  The  result  was  that  soon 
instead  of  two  parties  there  were  three ;  for  not  only  did  the 
strict  Monophysites  renounce  their  allegiance  to  the  Alexandrian 
patriarch  Peter  Mongus  who  had  concluded  a  union  with  his  Con- 
stantinopolitan  colleague  Acacius,  but  the  Roman  bishop  too,  Felix 
II.,  (see  the  epp.)  rejected  the  Henoticon  and  pronounced  sen 
tence  of  excommunication  on  Acacius.  Old  and  New  Rome,  which 
were  already  separated  by  political  circumstances,  now  came  to 
be  divided  ecclesiastically,  and  this  schism  lasted  from  484  to 
519.  Since  the  Henoticon  soon  shewed  itself  to  be  ineffective, 
it  would  have  been  brought  to  an  end  sooner  if  Rome  had  not 
insisted  on  the  condemnation  of  Acacius  by  his  successors. 
The  Monophysites  soon  came  forward  again  openly  rejecting 
the  Chalcedonian  Creed,  and  those  in  the  Eastern  Empire  who 
adhered  to  it,  and  also  the  Henotics,  had  at  first  difficulty  in 
preventing  the  new  Emperor  Anastasius  from  formally  doing 

1  Basilikus  had  the  ep.  Leon,  ad  Flav.  and  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  condemned. 
About  500  bishops  of  the  South  and  West  actually  subscribed  it,  but  not  Acacius  ^ 
see    Euagr.  h.  e.  III.  4.     The    decree    takes    its  stand  upon  the  Nicene  Creed  and 
the    two    following    Councils,    but    orders    the    Chalcedonian  canons  to  be  burned. 
Basilikus    afterwards  withdrew  it  (Euagr.  III.  7),  see  also  the  epp.  Simplicii  papae. 

2  The  Henotikon  (Euagr.  III.  14)  declares  in  the  first  part  that  the  sole  authori 
tative    creed   is  the  Nicene- Constantinopolitan,  and  excludes  all  the  other  <rt//*|3cA« 
or  pxfypxTXj  it  then  expressly  condemns  Nestorius  and  Eutyches  while  accepting 
the    anathemas    of  Cyril.     Then,  however,  there  further  follows  a  full  Christologi- 
cal    Confession    in    which    the    following  statements  are  specially  worthy  of  note: 
6no*o'yoCtAfv    TOV    (tovoysvy    TOV    &eov    vibv . . .    'evx  Tvy%xvetv  xxt  ov  SUQ-  evo;  yxp 
elvxi    <pxpev    rat    re    datvpxfx    xxi    TX    vx&y    xirsp    exovtriut    vvs^eivs    trxpxf .  .  .    v. 
o-xpx(aa-i$    ex.    TJJ?   6sor6xov  irpoo-&*jxyv  viov  ov  TTSTTOI^XS.  ij.e(js.evyxe  yxp  Tpixi;  vj  Tfixt; 
xxt  ffxpxu9evTO$  TOV  ev6s  TV&  rpixSof  ®eov  hd'yov  .  . .    TTXVTX  51  TOV  'irefdv  n  <ppovy~ 
ITXVTX    5}    4>pevot7vT«,    5f    vvv    tj  TFUKOTe  tj  ev  Kx^xySovt  q  o't'x  SfaoTS  o-vv63ta  xvxQe- 
pxriZoptv.     An    appeal    on    behalf   of   union    is    then    made    to  the  Egyptians  to 
whom    the    epistle    is    addressed.     Its   dogmatic  substance  is  not  orthodox ;  the  in 
sincere    way,  however,  in  which  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  is  not  condemned,  but 
ignored,    shews    that  there  was  a  desire  to  tolerate  Monophysitism.     The  Emperor 
indeed    cannot   be    blamed    for  issuing  the  edict;  in  doing  this  he  simply  did  his 
duty.     But  Petrus  Mongus  played  a  double  game,  and  so  too  did  Acacius. 
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away  with  the  unfortunate  decree.  '  The  confusion  was  now 
greater  than  it  had  ever  been.  People  who  used  one  and  the 
same  Christological  formula  were  often  further  apart  and  more 
bitter  against  one  another  than  were  those  who  were  separated  by. 
the  wording  of  the  formulae.  If  the  Emperor  had  not  been  a  cap 
able  ruler,  things  in  the  Empire  would  have  got  out  of  joint.  He 
was  meanwhile  always  approaching  nearer  to  Monophysitism  with 
which  he  was  personally  in  sympathy,  and  on  the  side  of  which 
stood  not  only  the  more  fanatical,  but  also  the  more  capable 
theologians,  such  as  Philoxenus  of  Mabug,  and  Severus.  In  Syria 
and  Palestine  the  Monophysite  cause  already  triumphed  amid 
terrors  of  all  sorts ;  but  the  capital,  Constantinople,  and  Thrace, 
with  the  true  instinct  of  self-preservation  held  to  the  Chalce- 
donian  Creed  against  the  Emperor,  the  patron  of  heretics,  and 
Vitalian,  ~  a  fierce  general,  a  semi-barbarian,  and  rebel  who  was 
yet  the  forerunner  of  Justinian  who  taught  him  politics,  made 
common  cause  with  the  Chalcedonians  against  his  monarch. 
The  Emperor  had  to  submit  to  the  powerful  general ;  but  it 
was  not  possible,  even  by  making  all  sorts  of  concessions  in 
regard  to  the  dogmatic  question,  to  get  Rome,  which  put  for 
ward  exorbitant  claims,  to  agree  to  a  policy  of  oblivion  in 
reference  to  Acacius.  Anastasius  did  not  come  to  any  agree 
ment  with  the  Pope  Hormisdas.  But  what  he  did  not  succeed 
in  doing  was  successfully  accomplished  by  his  successor  Justin, 
or  rather  by  the  nephew  and  director  of  the  new  Emperor 
Justin,  Justinian,  in  conjunction  with  Vitalian.  They  saw  that 
for  the  re-establishment  of  the  authority  of  the  Emperor  and 
the  state  in  the  Empire,  the  re-establishment  of  the  Chalcedonian 
Creed  and  of  the  league  with  Rome,  was  indispensable.  After 
that  the  authority  of  the  four  Councils  had  been  once  more 
solemnly  recognised  in  Constantinople,  everywhere  throughout 
the  Empire  the  orthodox  raised  their  heads.  Hormisdas  did 
not  himself  appear  in  the  capital ;  but  his  legates  succeeded  in 
getting  almost  everything  he  had  asked.  Again  did  the  Roman 
bishop,  like  Leo  before  him,  help  the  Byzantine  State  to  gain 

1    See  Rose,  Kaiser  Anastasius  I.,  Halle,  1882. 

3    On    the    importance   of   the    part    played    by    Vitalian,   see  Loofs,  p.   243  ft., 
and  in  addition  Joh.  Antioch.  in  Muller,  Fragm.  hist.  gr.  V.,  p.  32  sq. 
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the  victory  over  the  ecclesiastical  movements.  Orthodoxy  was 
again  restored  and  the  names  of  the  authors  and  defenders  of 
the  Henotikon,  from  Acacius  and  Zeno  downwards  were  erased 
from  the  sacred  books  (519).  The  purification  of  Syria  and  its 
chair  from  the  monophysite  heresy  meanwhile  created  some 
difficulty.  The  attempt  to  get  the  more  determined  Monophy- 
sites  out  of  the  way  was,  it  is  true,  successful,  but  as  soon  it 
became  a  question  as  to  who  were  to  be  their  successors,  it  at 
once  became  evident  again  that  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  was 
understood  in  a  different  way  in  Rome  and  in  the  East  respec 
tively,  and  that  the  East  had  not  got  rid  of  the  suspicion  of  Nes- 
torianism  so  far  as  Rome  was  concerned. 

This  difference  emerged  in  a  very  characteristic  form  in  the 
so-called  Theopaschitian  controversy. '  The  formulae,  "  God  has 
suffered",  "God  was  crucified",  were  time-honoured  forms2  of 
speech  in  the  Church  and  had  never  been  quite  forgotten.  But 
after  there  had  been  so  much  speculation  regarding  the  Trinity 
and  the  Incarnation,  these  formulas  came  to  be  discussed  too. 
Still,  even  after  the  formation  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed,  it 
seemed  to  be  impossible  to  disapprove  of  them ;  for  if  Mary 
was  to  be  called  Qeoroxof  this  meant  that  they  were  approved 
of.  Nevertheless  opposition  soon  shewed  itself  when  the  Mono 
physite  patriarch  of  Antioch,  Petrus  Fullo,  with  the  approval  of 
his  co-religionists,  formulated  the  Trishagion  as  follows :  Holy 
God,  Holy  the  mighty  one,  Holy  the  immortal  one  who  was 
crucified  for  us :  xyios  o  <dsoc,  xyics  h^vpoc,  xyicc  Mavxro?,  o 
fTXupuQiic  2/'  %(*,»$.  The  Emperor  approved  of  this  innovation 
which,  however,  at  once  met  with  opposition  in  Antioch  itself, 
and  which  cost  one  of  those  who  had  to  do  with  it  his  life. 
In  the  capital  a  controversy  broke  out  when  some  Scythian 
monks,  whose  soundness  in  the  faith  was  unimpeachable,  defended 
the  orthodoxy  of  the  formula,  "one  of  the  Trinity  was  crucified 
— suffered  in  the  flesh"  ("unum  de  trinitate,  esse  crucifixum — 
passum  carne"),  about  the  year  518.  The  legates  of  Pope 
Hormisdas,  bearing  in  mind  Leo's  doctrinal  letter,  opposed  it 
as  being  incompatible  with  the  Catholic  Faith !  The  Pope  him- 

1  See  Hauck  in  the  Realencyklop.  Vol.  XV.  p.  534  ff. 

2  See  Vol.  I.,  p.  187. 
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self  was  now  concerned  in  the  matter.  A  decision  was  neces 
sarily  urgently  desired — on  the  part  of  the  Emperor  too ;  for  the 
relations  had  become  so  strained  that  any  sudden  movement 
might  throw  the  whole  Church  into  confusion.  Hormisdas 
hesitated  about  giving  an  answer ;  he  neither  wished  to  disavow 
his  legates  nor  too  openly  to  reject  the  formulae.  The  decision 
which  he  finally  gave  in  a  letter  to  the  Emperor  Justin  (521), 
was  to  the  effect  that  everything  was  already  decided,  without, 
however,  saying  what  was  to  be  regarded  as  authoritative.  This 
declaration  which  shewed  his  perplexity  roused  just  indignation 
not  only  in  Constantinople  but  also  in  North  Africa.  Justinian, 
who  at  first  did  not  approve  of  the  formula, — so  long,  that  is, 
as  he  still  followed  in  the  wake  of  Vitalian, —  afterwards  held 
to  it  all  the  more  strongly,  the  more  he  urged  the  strictly 
Cyrillian  interpretation  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed.  When  he 
had  the  power  he  got  the  Popes  too  to  acknowledge  it,  had  the 
faithful  but  impolitic  partisans  of  Rome,  the  Akoimetan  monks 
in  Constantinople,  excommunicated,  and  finally  got  the  formula 
sanctioned  at  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  that  our  Lord  who 
was  crucified  in  the  flesh,  Jesus  Christ,  was  one  of  the  Trinity. ' 
It  is  apparently  necessary  to  make  a  sharp  distinction  be 
tween  the  attempt  of  the  Monophysites  to  give  an  extension  to 
the  Trishagion  in  a  Theopaschitian  sense,  and  the  assertion  of 
the  Scythian  monks  that  the  doctrinal  formula:  "One  of  the 
Trinity  suffered  in  the  flesh  ",  was  orthodox.  That  attempt  was 
rejected  because  it  involved  an  innovation  in  worship  and 
because  it  could  be  interpreted  in  a  Sabellian  sense.  Orthodoxy 
putting  this  meaning  on  it,  gave  the  name  "Theopaschitian" 
a  permanent  place  in  its  collection  as  a  heretical  name.  On 
the  other  hand  it  was,  to  begin  with,  purely  owing  to  Roman 
obstinacy  that  the  formula  proposed  by  the  Scythians,  and 
which,  moreover,  rather  justifies  than  adopts  the  monophysite 
formula,  was  objected  to.  But  it  has  been  recently  very  justly 
remarked  "  that  the  cause  of  the  offence  which  the  formula  gave, 

1  See  on  the  controversy  Marcellinus,  Euagr.  Theophanes,  Victor  Tun.,  The 
Letters  of  Hormisdas,  Mansi  VIII.  c.  IX.  Noris,  Hist.  Pelag.  Disser.  I.  1702. 
On  the  Scythian  Monks,  see  Loofs,  pp.  229 — 261. 

-  See  Loofs,  op.  cit.,  pp.  53,  231  f.,  248  ff.,  whose  splendid  investigations  have 
been  made  use  of  in  what  follows. 
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even  to  some  of  the  Chalcedonians,  is  not  to  be  looked  for 
within  the  Christological,  but  on  the  contrary  within  the  Trini 
tarian,  domain.  This  brings  us  to  a  complete  change  which 
took  place  in  the  theology  of  that  period  and  which  claims  the 
most  serious  attention. 

Attention  has  been  already  drawn  to  the  fact,  (Vol.  III.,  p.  154 
and  above  p.  126)  that  in  the  course  of  the  transition  from  the  fifth 
to  the  sixth  century  Aristotelianism  once  more  became  the  fashion 
in  science.  This  revolution  helped  to  bring  about  the  naturalisa 
tion  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  in  the  Church,  or  what  amounts 
to  the  same  thing,  contributed  towards  reconciling  Greek  reli 
gious  feeling  to  it.  While  up  to  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  cen 
tury  orthodoxy  was  without  any  theologians,  we  come  across 
a  man  in  the  first  half  of  the  century  who  both  as  theologian 
and  student  of  dogma  was  as  able  as  he  was  prolific,  and  in 
the  case  of  whom  one  feels  that  while  he  believes  and  thinks 
as  Cyril  believed  and  thought,  his  determined  defence  of  the 
Chalcedonian  Creed  was  nevertheless  not  in  any  way  forced 
out  of  him — Leontius  of  Byzantium  (c.  485 — 543). '  When,  how 
ever,  we  try  to  find  out  by  what  means  he,  as  a  theologian  of 
the  school  of  Cyril,  succeeded  in  accommodating  himself  to  the 
Chalcedonian  Creed,  it  becomes  clear  that  he  was  helped  to 
this  by  the  Aristotelian  conceptual  distinctions,  and  therefore 
by  scholasticism.  Leontius  was  the  first  scholastic.  *  While, 
owing  to  his  faith,  he  stood  in  an  intimate  relation  to  Greek 
religious  feeling,  the  Chalcedonian  formula  presented  itself  to 
him  as  an  inviolable  doctrine  promulgated  by  the  Church.  But 

1  Loofs  was  the  first  to  throw  light  on  his  works,  his  personality,  and  his 
history. 

'  This  description  is  to  be  taken  with  the  qualification  that  in  his  theological 
thinking  he  still  shewed  a  certain  freedom.  While  the  proofs  alleged  by  Loofs 
in  favour  of  the  view  that  the  '"Origenist"  Leontius  is  identical  with  the  Byzan 
tine  (pp.  274 — 297)  are  indeed  not  absolutely  decisive,  though  to  my  mind  they  are 
convincing,  one  can  see  that  Leontius  held  the  great  master  in  veneration  without 
following  him  in  his  doubtful  statements.  But  nothing  is  more  characteristic  of 
the  period  upon  which  the  Church  had  now  entered  than  the  fact  that  even  this 
academic  veneration  for  Origen  was  no  longer  tolerated.  Leontius  was  described 
as  "Origenist"  and  Loofs'  conjecture  is  quite  correct  (p.  296)  that  Joh.  Damas- 
cenus,  that  in  a  certain  sense  the  Eastern  Church  itself,  consigned  this  theologian 
of  theirs  to  oblivion  because  he  was  still  too  liberal. 
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while  he  unweariedly  defended  it  against  Nestorians,  Apollinari- 
ans,  and  Severians,  dogmatic  and  religious  considerations  were 
put  entirely  into  the  background ;  their  place  was  taken  by 
an  exposition  of  doctrine  based  on  philosophical  conceptions.  l 
He  treated  of  substance,  genus,  species,  individual  being,  ot 
the  attributes  which  constitute  the  substance,  of  inseparable 
accidents  and  of  separable  accidents.  It  was  on  the  result  of 
these  discussions  that  the  conceptions  of  the  natures  and  the 
hypostasis  in  Christ  were  based ;  the  Aristotelian  Ssvrspx  ou<rix, 
or  second  substance,  was  given  a  place  of  prominence,  and 
thus  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  was  justified.  All  the  Aristotelian 
splitting  of  conceptions  did  not,  it  is  true,  cover  the  most  cru 
cial  point  of  all — namely,  the  exposition  of  the  unity.  Here, 
however,  Leontius  had  recourse  to  the  idea  of  the  Enhypos- 
tasis  of  the  human  nature;  thus  proving  in  the  clearest  way 
that  he  wished  to  keep  the  Chalcedonian  definition  on  the  lines 
laid  down  by  Apollinaris  and  Cyril  and  not  on  those  laid  down 
in  Leo's  doctrinal  letter. 3  In  the  whole  way  in  which  Leontius 

1  See  Loofs,  p.  60:  "It  is  neither  exegetical,  nor  religious  arguments  which  are 
given  a  foremost  place,  but  philosophical,  and  the  philosophical  theory  upon  which 
the  arguments  of  our  author  rest,  has  a  decidedly  Aristotelian  and  not  a  Platonic 
origin.  Our  author  is  a  forerunner  of  John  of  Damascus." 

3  See  the  explanations  given  by  Loofs  of  the  apparatus  of  conceptions  used  by 
Leontius,  p.  60 — 74.  The  entire  distinction  between  the  Western  conception  and 
that  which  combines  the  views  of  Cyril  and  Leontius  is  to  be  found  in  scientific 
form  in  the  statement  of  Leontius :  olx.  e/rn  <J>«/<r<;  awn-jo-rctroi; . . .  awnta-retroi; 
(j.tv  olv  Qvo-tt;,  TOVTEO-TIV  ova-foe,  OVK  &v  eiy  -jfo-ri.  The  Western  legal  fiction  of  a 
distinction  between  person  and  nature  is  here  pitched  aside.  I  do  not  enter  into 
further  detail  regarding  the  theology  of  Leontius  because  in  an  outline  of  the 
History  of  Dogma  it  must  suffice  to  ascertain  its  tendency  and  methods.  Anything 
further  belongs  to  the  history  of  theology. 

3  The  expedient  of  the  enhypostasis  was  adopted  in  order  to  meet  the  objection 
urged  by  the  Monophysite  Severus  against  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  and  Leo's 
doctrine,  that  two  energies  necessarily  lead  to  two  hypostases.  Leontius,  following 
up  a  hint  of  Cyril  herewith  shews  that  if  the  relative  standards  of  criticism  are 
once  abandoned,  all  Greeks  who  start  from  the  doctrine  of  redemption,  must  be 
Apollinarians  in  disguise.  Leontius  was  the  first  who  definitely  maintained  that 
the  human  nature  of  Christ  is  not  xwirdtrrctTit;  nor  on  the  other  hand  an  indepen 
dent  wrforarie,  but  that  it  has  its  fawrrfytu  kv  rS,  Aoyoj.  Leontius  refers  to  the 
mode  of  the  existence  of  the  WOM'TUTI  «  ofaiuitii;  in  the  ousia.  The  comparison 
is  naturally  defective  since  these  voiirvfrt^  do  not  in  themselves  constitute  a  Qfoie. 
In  fact  all  comparisons  are  defective.  Neither  Plato  nor  Aristotle  is  responsible 
for  this  philosophy.  A  pious  Apollinarian  monk  would  probably  have  been  able 
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transferred  the  Nestorian-Monophysite  controversy  into  the  region 
of  Philosophy,  we  may  accordingly  see  a  momentous  revolution. 
This  much,  however,  is  certain,  that  his  violent  [j,£Ttx,$ot<riq  sit; 
# AAo  "/hot;  was  the  condition  of  the  gradual  reconciliation  of  the 
East  with  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  '  and  that  in  intrinsic  im 
portance  it  may  be  classed  along  with  the  method  of  counting 
up  authorities.  Only  in  this  way  was  it  possible  for  Leontius  to 
accept  the  formula  as  authoritative,  and,  spite  of  the  dry  form 
in  which  it  was  put,  to  regard  it  with  respect  from  the  religious 
point  of  view  and  at  the  same  time  to  see  in  it  an  inexhaust 
ible  subject  for  the  display  of  dialectical  skill.  It  is  undeni 
able  that  Chalcedonian  orthodoxy  was  first  firmly  established  in 
the  East  in  the  age  of  Justinian,  that  is  to  say,  inner  agree 
ment  with  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  was  then  first  secured  to 
any  large  extent,  and  this  without  abandoning  Cyril's  religious 
theology,  but  on  the  contrary  while  emphasising  it  and  giving 
it  the  preference.  ~  If  this  is  so  then  the  only  possible  expla 
nation  of  these  facts  is  that  supplied  by  the  entrance  of  Aristo 
telian  scholasticism  into  the  Church.  The  Chalcedonian  dogma 
is  lost  in  philosophical  theology.  The  Faith  and  the  Church 
were  to  a  certain  extent  relieved,  feeling  reassured  by  the 
knowledge  that  the  dogma  was  in  safe  keeping  and  in  good 
hands,  as  it  were.  One  can  forget  the  scruples  to  which  it 
gives  rise,  when  one  is  confident  that  there  are  scholars  who  are 
able  by  the  aid  of  a  definite  set  of  technical  terms  to  make  every 
thing  right.  Here,  too,  for  this  reason,  the  work  of  the  historian 
of  dogma  ceases ;  his  place  is  taken  by  the  historian  of  theology. 

to  say  with  regard  to  the  viroo-Tyvcei  iv  TM  Ao'yw:  "  Apollinaris  says  pretty  much 
the  same  thing  only  in  somewhat  more  intelligible  words." 

1  Loofs,  p.  72  ff.  shews  that  the  Chalcedonian  element  is  strongly  represented 
in  the  doctrine  of  Leontius  and  that  in  the  efforts  he  made  to  do  it  justice  we  see  the 
presence  of  the  modern  element  of  personality  as  distinguished  from  physis^  though 
indeed  only  as  a  kind  of  shadow  of  it. 

2'  The  energetic  opposition  to  the  Antiochian  theology  is  specially  worthy  of 
note  in  this  connection.  Up  to  the  beginning  of  the  Sixth  Century  the  Chalcedo- 
nians  were  in  such  a  state  of  alarm  owing  to  the  decree,  that  they  could  find  no- 
fixed  point  from  which  to  carry  on  the  old  and  to  them  supremely  important 
struggle  against  the  "dismemberment".  Leontius  was  the  first  to  resume  Cyril's 
attack  on  it  and  to  carry  on  the  interrupted  work  of  repelling  the  most  dangerous 
of  all  enemies. 
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Leontius  was  himself  one  of  the  Scythian  monks. '  The  fact 
that  this  great  opponent  of  the  Monophysites  championed  the 
Theopaschitian  formula  and  his  criticism  of  the  Antiochian  theo 
logy,  prove  how  far  removed  he  was  from  Nestorianism.  But 
the  formula  by  its  characteristic  difference  from  the  older  con 
ception,  that  of  Petrus  Fullo,  further  proves  that  the  introduc 
tion  of  the  Aristotelian  philosophy  into  theology  called  for  a 
restatement  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  The  "  unus  ex  trini- 
tate "  is  opposed  to  the  "thrice  holy"  who  was  crucified  for 
us.  Tritheistic  tendencies  were  not  wanting  at  that  period,  and 
this  is  true  of  both  sides  in  so  far  as  attention  was  given  to 
the  Aristotelian  philosophy.  That  Petrus  Fullo,  who  as  a  Mono- 
physite  so  energetically  made  the  Trinity  into  a  unity,  was,  it 
is  true,  no  Aristotelian,  but  neither  is  his  formula  in  any  way 
typical  of  Monophysitism  as  a  whole. 

The  latter  on  the  contrary  for  the  two  or  three  generations 
after  the  Chalcedonian  Creed,  shews  that  it  had  in  it  sufficient 
life  and  vigour  to  be  accessible  to  the  influence  of  the  most 
varied  movements  and  thoughts.  It  shews  during  this  period 
that  it  was  the  expression  of  spiritual  and  theological  life  in 
the  East  generally.  The  state  of  petrifaction,  barrenness,  and 
barbarism  into  which  it  afterwards  got,  did  not  yet  actually 
exist,  although  signs  of  its  approach  were  evident  amongst  the 
fanatical  masses  and  the  ignorant  monks.  It  is  significant,  to 
begin  with,  that  Monophysitism  did  not  allow  itself  to  be  carried 
to  extremes  by  the  blow  dealt  it  by  the  Chalcedonian  Creed. 
That  is  a  proof  of  the  goodness  of  its  cause  and  of  its  power. 
The  Monophysites  were  strongly  bent  on  keeping  clear  of 
"  Eutychianism  ".  Anything  like  mingling  or  transformation  was 
out  of  the  question,  in  fact  Eutyches  himself  was  abandoned  to 
his  fate.2  Then  the  readiness  shewn  by  a  large  section  of  the 
Monophysites  to  come  to  terms  with  orthodoxy  if  only  the 
Chalcedonian  Creed  and  the  objectionable  dogmatic  develop 
ment  in  Leo's  doctrinal  letter  were  got  out  of  the  way,  is  a 
proof  that  they  really  strictly  maintained  the  position  of  Cyril. 
This  is  true  very  specially  of  the  most  important  champion  of 

1  See  Loofs,  p.  228  ff. 

2  See  Martin,  Pseuclo-Synode,  p.  53. 
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Monophysitism — Severus.  The  attempt  has  indeed  been  to  draw 
a  distinction,  as  regards  doctrine,  between  Cyril  and  Severus, 
but  the  attempt  does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  been  successful. ' 
Cyril,  equally  with  Severus,  would  have  objected  to  Leo's 
assertion  that  each  nature  in  Christ  effects  what  is  peculiar  to 
it,  though  in  conjunction  with  the  other.  The  emphasis  laid 
by  Severus  on  the  one  energy  is  genuinely  Cyrillian,  and  the 
expression  borrowed  from  the  Areopagite,  si/spy  eta  QeavSptKti, 
"theandric  energy",  by  no  means  approaches  so  near  the  limits 
ot  the  permissible  as  the  expression  faorfaoG.  But  neither  is  there 
any  difference  in  the  formulae,  plot,  Qv<rt<;  TOU  hdyou 
"one  incarnate  nature  of  the  Logos"  and  pix  Qu>ri<;  roii 
vfcratpxcoftsvou,  "  one  nature  of  the  incarnate  Logos " ;  for  Cyril 
too,  logically  attributed  one  nature  not  only  to  the  God-Logos 
but  also  to  the  Christ.  The  communication  of  properties 
according  to  him,  involves  in  every  respect  the  natures.  But 
there  is  not  even  any  trace  of  a  theological  difference  between 
Severus  and  Leontius.  ~  The  difference  consists  purely  in  the 
extent  to  which  each  was  desirous  of  accommodating  his  views 
to  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  and  interpreting  Leo's  doctrinal  letter 
in  bonam  partem,  and  also  in  the  philosophico-theological  termi- 

1  See  Loofs,  p.  53  ff.     The  sources  of  information  regarding  the  Christology  of 
Severus  are  given  there,  p.  54.     I  refrain  from  giving  any  account  of  it  (see  Gieseler, 
op.  cit.    I.,  Dorner  II.,  p.   166  ff.),  since  its   identity  with  Cyril's  doctrine  seems  to 
me    to    follow    from   the    evidence   brought  forward  by  Loofs.     It  is  interesting  to 
note    that    Severus    deduces    from    the    Chalcedonian    Creed  the  hypothesis  of  two 
natural    energies    and    two    wills,    and    further    employs    this  deduction  against  his 
opponents    as    an    argumentatio  ad   absurdum.     No    one  in  the  East  knew  just  at 
that    time    what    was    still    to    come  in   the  succeeding  century.     The  statement  of 
Severus:    ovx    tvifyel   nore  q>v<ri$  oi/x  v<pe<rru<rx,  from  which  he  concludes  that  in 
Leo's  view  there  are  two  hypostases,  is  highly  noteworthy  and  is  quite  in  accord 
ance  with  Cyril's  ideas.     Gieseler,  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  9. 

2  See    the    30    xetftx^xix    of  Leontius  xxrx  "Ztvtpov  (Migne  86,  2,  p.  1901  sq.). 
See  the  notice  in  Loofs,  p.  77  ff.     It  is  highly  amusing  to  notice  how  two  authors 
whose    ideas    are   exactly  the  same  appear  to  have  absolutely  distinct  views  owing 
to  the  different  terminology,  "one  nature",  "two  natures".  In  Thesis  XI.  where  the 
Trinity    and    Christology    are    treated    together   in  a  scientific  way,  Leontius    says: 
"If,    according    to    Gregory,    we   have  in  the  case  of  the  Holy  Trinity  the  reverse 
of  what  we  have  in  the  otxovopi'x  KXTX  rbv  ffurvipx,  then  in  the  case  of  the  latter 
we    must    have    two    natures    and  one  hypostasis,  just  as  in  that  of  the  former  we 
have  three  hypostases  and  one  nature." 
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nology  employed.  The  statements  of  Severus  regarding  the  one 
composite  nature,  the  f&eraffToi%eia<riG  l  or  transformation  etc.,  ex 
press  absolutely  nothing  else  than  what  is  found  in  the  formulae 
of  Leontius  which  are  in  part  expressed  in  an  entirely  different 
and  in  fact  in  an  opposite  way.  Leontius  accepts  the  enhypo- 
stasis  of  the  human  nature  in  Christ,  and  Severus  strictly  defends 
himself  against  the  supposition  that  he  teaches  that  the  human 
nature  in  any  way  loses  its  natural  peculiarity  in  the  union.  It  is 
simply  that  unfortunate  Chalcedonian  Creed  which  stands  between 
the  opponents,  and  what  separates  them  therefore  is  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  Western  terminology  is  to  be  followed  or 
not.  That  this  is  the  case  is  proved  by  the  attitude  taken  up 
by  Severus  to  the  Extreme  Right  of  his  party.  The  Henoticon 
had  already  split  up  the  Egyptian  Monophy sites.  One  section 
of  them  had  renounced  connection  with  Petrus  Mongus  (ccxeQafai). 
But  in  Syria,  too,  at  the  beginning  of  the  Fifth  Century  we  find 
several  tendencies  amongst  them.  The  blow  dealt  them  after 
the  restoration  of  orthodoxy  in  519  drove  them  to  Egypt,  and 
there  actual  splits  took  place.  Even  the  strictest  party  amongst 
them  did  not  put  forth  the  catchword  "transformation";  but 
in  seriously  reflecting  on  the  problem  as  to  how  a  human  nature 
must  be  constituted  after  a  God  had  made  it  His  own,  they 
arrived  at  propositions  which  were  perfectly  logical  and  which 
for  this  very  reason  referred  back  to  Irenaeus,  Clemens  Alex., 
Origen,  Gregory  Nyss.,  Hilary,  Apollinaris,  and  to  some  utter 
ances  of  Dioscurus  and  Eutyches.  Their  leader,  Julian  of  Hali- 
carnassus  who  was  opposed  by  the  Severians,  developed  the 
doctrine  of  the  one  nature  into  the  doctrine  of  the  identity  of 
the  substance  and  properties  of  the  divinity  and  the  humanity 
in  Christ.  The  hypothesis  of  the  indestructibleness  of  the  body 
of  Christ  from  the  moment  of  the  assumptio,  became  the  shib- 
loleth  of  the  "  Julianists "  or  Gaians,  who,  now  nicknamed 
Aphthartodoketse  and  Phantasiasts  by  the  Severians,  retorted 
with  the  word  "  Phthartolatry ".  The  Julianists,  whose  point  of 
view  was  determined  solely  by  the  thought  of  redemption,  did 
not  shrink  from  maintaining  the  perfect  glorification  of  the  body 
of  Christ  from  the  very  first,  and  in  accordance  with  this  saw 

1    See  Gieseler,  op.  cit.  II.  p.  3. 
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in  the  emotions  and  sufferings  of  Christ  not  the  natural — though 
in  reference  to  the  Godhead  the  voluntary — states  consequent 
on  the  human  nature,  but  the  acceptance  of  states  KXTX  %xpw, 
which  were  regarded  as  having  no  inner  connection  with  the 
nature  of  the  Redeemer  as  that  of  the  God-man.  This  nature 
being  entirely  free  from  all  sin  was  also  supposed  to  have 
nothing  in  common  with  suffering  and  death.  '  In  opposition 
to  this  view  the  Severians  laid  so  much  stress  on  the  relation 
of  the  sufferings  of  Christ  to  the  human  side  of  Christ's  nature 

1  The  extremely  instructive  second  treatise  of  Gieseler  supplies  us  with  abun 
dant  material.  Gieseler  has  brought  out  two  things  at  the  same  time  (i)  that  these 
Julianists  (see  the  sixth  anathema  of  Julius,  p.  6)  started  from  the  idea  of  redemp 
tion,  according  to  which  the  Logos  assumed  our  flesh  (opoovo-ios),  but  that  as  it 
{second  Adam)  was  not  subject  to  sin  so  neither  was  it  subject  to  corruptio^  and 
that  in  the  moment  of  the  assumptio  He  raised  it  to  the  state  of  the  Divine.  A 
homousia  of  the  body  of  Christ  with  our  body  after  the  Incarnation  would  do 
away  with  all  the  comfort  and  the  certainty  of  redemption.  For  the  Logos  assumed 
our  nature  just  in  order  that  He  might  free  it  from  <J>flof>«;  if  therefore  the  human 
nature  of  Christ  had  been  still  subject  to  Qdopx  then  redemption  would  be  ren 
dered  uncertain.  Gieseler  has  shewn  (2)  that  this  idea  is  identical  with  the  idea  of 
the  classic  fathers  of  the  Church,  that  while  they  undoubtedly  shewed  some  hesi 
tation  as  regards  the  conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  it,  still  all  the  conclusions 
drawn  by  the  Julianists,  or  by  Philoxenus,  are  represented  in  one  or  other  of  the 
classical  witnesses.  Above  all  the  Julianist  and  Philoxenian  statement  that  in  the 
case  of  Christ  all  passiones  were  not  assumed  naturally,  but  in  the  strictest  sense 
voluntarily,  XXT'  otxovo/iixv  or  KXTX  x<*Plv->  (Gieseler,  p.  7)  is  merely  the  vigorous 
echo  of  the  oldest  religious  conviction.  It  was  the  sharper  distinction  between  the 
divinity  and  the  humanity  in  the  incarnate  one,  worked  out  in  the  Arian  contro 
versy,  that  first  endangered  this  conviction.  Apollinaris  sought  to  give  some  help 
here,  but  it  was  no  longer  of  any  avail.  Gieseler  very  rightly  calls  attention  to 
the  fact  that  in  the  Apolliiiarian  school  the  dispute  between  the  Polemians  and 
Valentinians  corresponds  exactly  to  the  dispute  between  the  Julianists  and  Severi 
ans,  i.e.,  in  the  case  of  the  former  the  same  conclusions  had  been  already  drawn 
and  had  in  turn  been  denied,  which  the  Monophysites  afterwards  drew.  Of  these 
some  went  the  length  of  assuming  the  divinity  of  Christ's  blood  and  spittle  (see 
besides,  Athanasius,  ad  Scrap.  IV.  14;  "Christ  spat  as  a  man,  and  His  spittle  was 
filled  with  the  Godhead "),  and,  strictly  speaking,  the  Church  itself  never  could 
nor  would  dispense  with  this  ancient  idea  spite  of  its  doctrine  of  the  two  natures. 
The  very  same  people  who  got  excited  about  Aphthartodoketism  had  never  any 
scruples  in  speaking  about  the  blood  of  God,  and  in  thinking  of  that  blood  as 
actually  divine.  We  cannot  therefore  avoid  seeing  in  Aphthartodoketism  the  logical 
development  of  the  Greek  doctrine  of  salvation,  and  we  are  all  the  more  forced 
so  to  regard  it  that  Julian  expressly  and  ex  necessitate  fidei  acknowledged  the 
homousia  of  the  body  of  Christ  with  our  body  at  the  moment  when  the  Logos 
assumed  it,  and  rejected  everything  of  the  nature  of  a  heavenly  body  so  far  as 
its  origin  was  concerned. 
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in  order  to  rid  them  of  anything  doketic,  that  no  Western  could 
have  more  effectively  attacked  doketism  than  they  did.  '  We 
find  in  general  amongst  the  Severians  such  a  determined  rejec 
tion  of  all  doctrinal  extravagances — though  these  are  not  to  be 
regarded  as  absurdities,  but  as  signs  of  the  settled  nature  of 
the  belief  in  redemption — that  we  are  glad  to  be  able  clearly 
to  see  how  unnecessary  it  was  in  the  East  to  adopt  the  Chalce- 
donian  Creed,  and  to  replace  the  pix  QVVIC;  of  Cyril  by  the 
doubtful  doctrine  of  the  two  natures.  One  section  of  the  Mono- 
physites  nevertheless  went  the  length  of  asserting  that  the 
human  soul  of  Christ  was  not  omniscient  ("  Agnoetae"),  so  that 
as  regards  the  one  energy  of  the  God-Man,  a  distinction  is  to 
be  drawn  even  in  the  sphere  of  knowledge  between  what  it 
did  as  possessed  of  divine  knowledge  and  what  it  did  as 
humanly  ignorant.  This  idea  yields  to  none  of  the  Monophy- 
site  eccentricities  in  absurdity, "  and  indeed  it  differs  from  them 
for  the  worse  by  the  fact  of  its  having  no  religious  thought  as 
its  basis.  While  one  section  of  the  Monophysites  thus  did  the 
work  of  criticising  their  own  party  better  than  any  Chalcedonian 
could  have  done  without  incurring  the  reproach  of  Nestorian- 
ism,  a  philosophy  of  identity  made  its  appearance  amongst 
certain  individuals  in  the  party  itself,  which  might  have  raised 
the  fear  that  it  would  turn  into  Pantheism,  if  there  had  been 
any  danger  of  its  doing  this  at  the  time.  On  the  mystical  side, 
this  had  indeed  been  accomplished  long  ago,  but  this  was  very 
far  from  involving  an  intellectual  mode  of  conceiving  of  things. 
Still  it  is  of  importance  to  note  that  an  approach  was  made  in 
this  direction  from  two  sides.  First  there  were  Monophysites 
who  took  up  with  the  thought  that  the  body  of  Christ  from 

1  The  passages  are  in  Gieseier  I.  p.  20.  The  distinctions  which  were  made  are  highly 
significant  in  view  of  the  period  of  scholasticism  which  was  approaching.  There 
are  two  sorts  of  <J>0o/i«;  Christ  was  subject  to  the  natural  irx&vi  of  the  body,  but  not 
to  the  <p6opx  as  *)  sis  rx  l|  wv  trvversQti  TO  o-upx  fro^tix  Six^vtrif.  (Gieseier,  p.  4). 

3  Thomasius  indeed  finds  it  "remarkable"  (p.  375)  that  the  majority  of  the 
orthodox  teachers  of  the  Church,  Jerome,  Ambrose,  the  Patriarch  Eulogius,  the 
Roman  Gregory,  rejected  the  doctrine  of  the  Agnoetae  and  attributed  to  Christ  an 
absolute  knowledge  which  he  concealed  temporarily  only  KXT'  oixovopiav.  These 
Fathers  had  not  yet  succeeded  in  doing  what  the  Agnoetse  and  the  modern  theologians 
can  manage  and  do — namely,  to  imagine  a  Christ  who  at  the  one  and  the  same  time 
knew  as  God  what  he  did  not  know  as  man  and  was  yet  all  the  while  one  person. 
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the  moment  of  the  assumptio  was  to  be  considered  as  uncreated, 
the  view  of  the  Aktistetae.  If  the  Father  can  communicate  to 
the  Son  the  attribute  of  unbegottenness,  and  at  that  time  no 
one  any  longer  doubted  that  he  could,  why  should  the  Logos 
not  also  be  able  to  give  His  body  the  attributes  of  the  un 
created  ;  and  in  fact  if  it  is  His  body,  could  He  help  doing 
this  ?  Here  already  we  meet  with  the  thought  that  something 
created  can  nevertheless  be  something  eternal.  We  hear  no 
more  of  a  flesh  which  was  brought  hither  from  heaven,  but  a 
kindred  idea  takes  the  place  of  this  heretical  thought.  In  the 
second  place  there  were  people,  the  Adiaphorites,  l  who  refused 
to  make  any  distinction  between  the  divinity  and  the  humanity 
in  Christ,  and  this  denial  of  all  distinction  further  led  some  Syrian 
and  Egyptian  monks  to  the  speculative  idea,  or  to  put  it  other 
wise,  gave  increased  strength  to  the  speculative  idea,  that  Nature 
in  general  is  of  one  substance  with  God  (see  Vol.  III.,  p.  302), 
a  thought  which  had  points  of  contact  with  mystical  religious 
practices.  ~  If  all  these  movements  illustrate  the  inner  life  of 
Monophysitism  which  within  itself  once  more  passed  through 
old  forms  of  development,  the  attention  it  gave  to  the  Aristo 
telian  philosophy  and  such  excellent  works  as  those  published 
by  Joh.  Philoponus,  finally  proves  too  that  it  did  not  in  any 
way  shrink  from  contact  with  the  great  spiritual  forces  of  the 
time.  The  tritheistic  controversy  was  in  all  essential  respects 
fought  out  on  its  own  ground,  and  the  boldness  and  freedom 
shewn  by  the  scholarly  Monophysites,  in  the  face  too  of  tradition/4 
bears  witness  to  the  fact  that  in  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  a 
foreign  power  had  imposed  itself  on  the  Church  of  the  East. 4 

1  See  Mbller,  R.-Encykl.  X.,  p.  248.  Stephanus  Niobes  is  mentioned  as  the 
originator  of  this  line  of  thought. 

"  Frothingham  in  his  Stephen  bar  Sudaili  (1886)  has  now  given  us  information 
regarding  the  Syrian  Pantheistic  thinkers  amongst  the  Monophysites  about  the  year 
500  and  further  down.  All  Scotus  Erigena  is  in  Barsudaili.  The  Pantheistic 
mysticism  of  this  Syrian  and  his  friends  merits  the  serious  attention  not  of  the 
historian  of  dogma,  but  of  the  historian  of  philosophy  and  culture.  Scotus  and  the 
Pantheistic  Mystics  of  the  Middle  Ages  stand  in  closer  connection  with  these  Syrians 
than  with  the  Areopagite.  I  Cor.  XV.  28  supplies  the  central  doctrine  here. 

3  See  Stephanus  Gobarus  in  Photius,  Cod.  232.  He  is  also  Aristotelian  and 
Tritheist;  noteworthy  also  for  his  bold  criticism  of  tradition. 

4    On  the  Tritheists,  see  Schonfelder,  Die  Kirchengesch.  des  Johann  v.  Ephesus, 
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2.  The  restitution  of  orthodoxy  in  the  year  519  coincides 
with  the  successful  efforts  of  the  theologians  who  were  skilled 
in  the  Aristotelian  philosophy,  to  furnish  the  Church  which  clung 
to  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  with  a  good  conscience.  //  is  possible 
to  accept  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  as  authoritative  and  at  the 
same  time  to  think  exactly  as  Cyril  thought:  this  was  the  result 
arrived  at  by  the  "new  Cappadocians ",  the  "new  Conserva 
tives",  as  Leontius  and  his  friends  came  to  be  called,  who 
made  terms  with  the  two  natures  in  the  same  way  as  the 
oriental  scholars  in  the  Fourth  Century  did  with  the  oftoovtrios ; 
and  it  is  this  conviction  which  lies  at  the  basis  of  Justinian's 
policy  in  reference  both  to  the  Church  and  the  State.  If  the 
efforts  of  former  emperors  in  so  far  as  they  favoured  Mono- 
physitism  were  directed  towards  getting  rid  of  the  Chalcedonian 
Creed  or  consigning  it  to  oblivion,  the  policy  of  the  Emperor, 
which  had  the  support  of  the  new  conservative  theology,  was 
to  make  use  of  the  power  which  every  fait  accompli,  and  there 
fore  too  a  Council,  supplies,  and  at  the  same  time  to  do  justice 
to  the  old  tendencies  of  Greek  piety.  It  was  the  Roman  bishop 
who  was  hardest  hit  by  such  a  policy.  For  the  second  time 
he  had  contributed  towards  giving  the  Emperor  of  the  East  a 
firmer  position  in  the  country,  this  time  by  doing  away  with 
the  schism.  But  the  friend  had  not  become  any  more  harmless 
than  he  was  in  the  year  451.  As  at  that  time  he  was,  after 
having  done  what  was  required  of  him,  quietly  pushed  back 
within  his  own  boundaries  by  the  28th  Canon  of  the  Council, 
so  on  this  occasion  too  he  was  to  get  a  poor  reward  for  his 
services.  It  was  not  intended  that  Rome  should  triumph  in  the 
East,  but  that  the  Emperor  of  the  East  should  once  more  be 
come  the  Lord  of  Rome.  The  dogmatic  union  with  the  West 
represented  the  terms  on  which  it  was  to  be  made  ecclesias 
tically  and  politically  subject  to  the  Emperor. 

Justinian's  policy  has  in  it  an  element  of  greatness.  He  once 
more  set  up  the  world-empire  and  pacified  the  Church,  and  yet 
his  civil  and  ecclesiastical  policy  of  conquest  was  unsound  and 

p.  267  ff.  The  works  of  Philoxenus,  Bishop  of  Hierapolis,  who  has  lately  been 
termed  the  best  Syrian  stylist,  have  been  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  still  await 
an  editor. 
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its  results  lacked  permanence.  He  did  not  know  how  to  win 
over  the  Monophysites,  and  by  his  Western  policy  he  did  harm 
to  the  much  more  important  Eastern  policy.  Some  years  after 
his  accession  Justinian  arranged  a  grand  religious  discussion  in 
Constantinople  between  the  Severians  and  the  Theopaschitian 
Orthodox  (531).  It  is  of  some  importance  because  it  shews  the 
extent  of  the  advances  made  by  the  Orthodox  towards  the  Mono 
physites  under  the  guidance  of  Hypatius  of  Ephesus  in  conformity 
with  the  wish  of  the  Emperor. l  The  orthodox  held  firmly  to 
the  Chalcedonian  Creed,  but  allowed  that  the  Council  had  also 
approved  of  the  phrase,  one  incarnate  nature  (1) ; "  on  the  other 
hand  they  rejected  as  Apollinarian  forgeries  the  testimonies  of 
their  opponents  in  reference  to  the  condemnation  of  the  words 
"in  duabis  naturis "  on  the  part  of  the  ancient  fathers.3  About 
the  same  time  the  Emperor  issued  several  edicts  regarding  the 
true  Faith  (533),  which  in  thesi  were  based  on  the  Chalcedonian 
Creed,  but  did  not  reproduce  its  formulae ;  on  the  contrary  they 
evaded  the  use  of  them  and  contained  besides,  the  addition 
that  it  is  necessary  to  believe  that  the  Lord  who  suffered  was 
one  of  the  Holy  Trinity. 4  The  Emperor,  who  had  himself  an 
interest  in  dogma,  already  here  shewed  what  his  policy  was, 
namely,  to  take  back  the  Church  in  all  that  was  essential 
entirely  to  Cyril,  but  to  allow  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  to  remain 
authoritative.  Thus  as  matters  stood,  the  formula :  ev»  Tys  ay'ias 
rpiotiot;  ireTrovQevui  trapxi,  "  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity  suffered  in 
the  flesh",  was  a  henotikon.  But  the  Empress  went  still 
further.  She  had  always  favoured  the  Monophysites,  one  cannot 
even  say  secretly;  the  various  threads  of  the  undertaking  the 
object  of  which  was  to  assist  "the  pious  doctrine"  to  triumph, 

1  See    the    Acts    in    Mansi    VIII.,    p.    817    sq.,  Loofs,  p.  263  f.     Leontius  took 
part  in  the  discussion  and  it  was  dominated  by  his  theology. 

2  See    823:    "Sancta    synodus    utrosque    sermones    (two    and   one  natures)  part 
honore  suscepit  et  pertractat." 

3  It    was  here  that  the  Areopagite  was  first  cited  as  an  authority — by  the  Seve 
rians,    p.  8205  his  writings  were,  however,  described  by  the  orthodox  as  doubtful. 

4  Cod.  Justinian  (ed.  Kriiger),  de  summa  trinit.  6 — 8.     The  words:  evos  xxi  TOV 
CCUTOV  rx  re  ixv^xTx  xxi  ret  irxfy,  xirep  exovtriuf  virspeivev  g-xpxi  .  .  .  otire  Terxprou 
irpoffWTTou  Trpo/rSyxyv  £7ri$e%£Txi  %  xyi'x  rpixs,  are  worthy  of  note.     Pope  John  II., 
534,  had  to  approve  of  the  Theopaschitian  addition. 
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all  met  in  her  cabinet,  and  it  appeared  not  impossible  that  the 
Emperor  might  in  the  end  be  got  also  to  agree  to  the  formal 
abandonment  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  and  consequently  to  a 
new  actual  henotikon.  l  The  appointment  of  Anthimus,  a  Mono- 
physite  in  disguise,  as  patriarch  of  the  Capital,  and  the  admis 
sion  of  Severus  to  the  Court,  prepared  the  way  for  the  final 
blow  which  was  to  be  struck  at  the  Chalcedonian  Creed.  But 
once  more  did  the  Roman  bishop,  who  was  informed  of  what 
was  going  on  by  Ephraem  of  Antioch,  save  orthodoxy.  In  the 
year  536  Agapetus  appeared  at  the  Court  of  the  Emperor  and 
succeeded  in  getting  Anthimus  removed  from  his  post  and  ex 
communicated.  A  Council  which  was  held  under  the  presidency 
of  the  new  patriarch  Mennas  at  Constantinople  in  the  year  536, 
after  the  death  of  Agapetus  who  died  in  the  capital,  and  which 
has  left  behind  an  extensive  collection  of  Acts,2  put  an  end 
to  the  Monophysitism  which  was  making  overtures  in  an  under 
hand  way,  acknowledged  anew  the  expression:  "  sv  ^uo  <$v<r£<ri", 
"in  two  natures",  and  deposed  and  anathematised  Anthimus. 
It  is  important  that  the  Council  which  followed  in  the  track  of 
the  theology  of  Leontius  and  upon  which  Leontius  himself  had 
some  influence,  roundly  declared  through  its  leader  that  nothing 
whatever  ought  to  be  done  in  the  Church  contrary  to  the  will 
and  command  of  the  Emperor,  but  at  the  same  time  also  added 
the  following :  "  We  both  follow  and  obey  the  apostolic  throne 
(Rome)  and  we  regard  those  in  communion  with  it  as  in  commu 
nion,  and  those  condemned  by  it  we  also  condemn": 

tX7T07TOhtXCf;     Qpdvu     6%&XOfav6oVfA6V    T£    KOt,}    TTStQdfAsfa    KXl    T 

vixcut;  XUTSV  xoivuvtxovs  s^o/^sv,  xx}  TOVG  UTT'  XVTOV  x&T&xpiQsvTOt$ 
KXI  Yiu,£ic  x»T»%pfaoft£v. 3  The  days  when  the  names  of  Marcian 
and  Leo  were  mentioned  together,  seemed  to  have  returned. 
But  the  Pope  at  this  time  was  no  Leo,  and  Justinian  was  more 
than  Marcian.  Besides  Anthimus,  Severus,  about  whom  the 
very  worst  calumnies  were  spread — that  he  was  a  heathen  in 
disguise — and  the  heads  of  the  Monophysite  party  of  conciliation, 

1     Loofs,  p.  304  f.,  has  shewn,  however,  that  at  this  time  Justinian  was  following 
the  lead  of  Leontius. 

"    Mansi  VIII.,  pp.  877 — 1162. 
3    P.  970. 
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were  condemned.  Justinian  confirmed  this  sentence '  by  a  decree 
(Aug.  536),  while  he  threatened  all  adherents  of  the  accused 
with  exile  and  ordered  the  books  of  Severus  as  also  those  of 
Porphyry, 2  to  be  burned.  At  the  first  glance  it  seems  paradox 
ical  that  the  Emperor,  who  was  himself  not  without  Monophysite 
leanings,  was  now  so  genuinely  furious  at  Severus  and  accused 
him  at  once  of  Nestorianism  3  and  Eutychianism.  But  after 
what  has  been  remarked  above,  (p.  241)  the  charge  of  Nestori 
anism  is  quite  intelligible,  and  we  can  understand  too  the  aver 
sion  felt  by  the  Emperor  who  had  himself  an  interest  in  dogma. 
A  Monophysitism,  such  as  that  of  Severus,  which  merely  rejected 
the  Chalcedonian  Creed,  but  which,  moreover,  in  combating 
Aphthartodoketism  got  the  length  of  teaching  in  the  most  definite 
way  the  "  division "  of  Christ,  when  once  it  was  thoroughly 
understood,  could  be  regarded  only  with  antipathy  by  the 
Imperial  theologian  who  had  on  the  contrary  always  wished  to 
have  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  and  Aphthartodoketism.  A  Jerusa 
lem  Council  repeated  the  decrees  of  the  Council  of  Constanti 
nople  ;  *  but  it  was  impossible  to  restore  tranquillity  in  Egypt. 
The  Severian  Theodosius  had  to  make  way  for  the  Julianist 
Gajanus  as  Patriarch,  and  the  Patriarch  sent  by  the  Emperor 
so  seriously  compromised  his  patron  that  he  had  to  be  ex 
communicated.  5 

In  the  measures  he  took  the  Emperor,  however,  never  lost 
sight  of  his  design  which  was  to  win  over  the  Monophysites, 
and  it  is  at  this  point  that  the  humiliation  of  the  Roman  bishop 
begins,  though  he  was  himself  undoubtedly  mainly  to  blame. 
The  theology  of  Antioch  was  still  something  highly  objection 
able  in  the  eyes  of  all  pious-minded  persons.  It  seemed  to  be 
favoured  by  Leo's  doctrinal  letter  and  in  fact  to  be  put  in 
a  place  of  honour,  and  yet  a  large  section  of  the  Eastern 
Orthodox  were  at  one  with  all  Monophysites  in  holding 
that  the  great  Antiochians  "would  have  betrayed  the  secret". 
People  hated  it  for  the  same  reason  that  they  hate  the  Li- 

1  P.   1150  sq. 

2  P.  "54- 

3  P.  1151. 

4  Mansi  VIII.,  p.   1164  sq. 
*  Liberal.  Brev.  23. 
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berals  in  the  Church  at  the  present  day,  and  the  Emperor 
certainly  did  not  hate  it  least,  not  to  speak  of  the  Empress,  the 
patroness  of  all  pious  monks.  The  Antiochians  got  the  blame 
of  "denying  the  divinity  of  Christ"  and  of  dividing  the  one 
Christ  into  two.  The  influential  bishop,  Theodorus  Askidas  of 
Caesarea  in  Cappadocia,  is  said  to  have  advised  the  Emperor 
to  make  use  of  this  widespread  hatred  in  the  interest  of  his 
ecclesiastical  policy.  This  man,  an  enthusiastic  pupil  of  Origen, 
had  suffered  seriously  from  the  condemnation  of  the  latter  '  to 
which  he  had  assented  against  his  will,  and  in  order  to  divert 
attention  from  Origen  (Euagr.  E.  H.  IV.  38)  he  got  the  Em 
peror  persuaded  to  believe  that  a  great  many  Monophysites 
could  be  won  over  if  a  blow  was  struck  at  the  Antiochians. J 
As  a  matter  of  fact  what  had  given  most  serious  offence  to  the 
Monophysites  in  connection  with  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  was 
that  it  pronounced  Ibas  and  Theodoret  orthodox  and  was  silent 
about  Theodore.3  The  Emperor,  supported  by  Theodora,  who 

1  On  this  (in  the  year  544)  see  the  concluding  chapter.  Since  in  the  conflict 
with  Origenism  Christology  did  not  constitute  the  main  cause  of  offence,  we  can 
leave  it  out  of  account  here.  Still  it  must  be  admitted  that  certain  features  of  the 
Christology  of  Origen  were  acceptable  to  the  Monophysites  and  to  the  monks  with 
Monophysite  tendencies,  and  the  discussions  about  Origen  in  the  sixth  century 
took  their  start  from  here. 

-  Regarding  the  Three  Chapters'  dispute  and  the  Fifth  Council,  there  has  been 
a  great  controversy  in  the  Catholic  Church,  which  dates  very  far  back  and  which 
is  still  continued.  We  owe  this  controversy  to  the  writings  of  the  Jesuit  Halloix 
(for  Origen;  and  unfavourable  to  the  Fifth  Council);  the  Augustinian  Noris  (Diss. 
historica  de  synodo  V.,  in  favour  of  the  Council)  the  Jesuit  Gamier,  in  the  1 7th 
century,  and  later,  to  those  of  the  Ballerini.  In  more  recent  times  Vincenzi  has 
sought  in  a  big  work  which  falsifies  history  (In  S.  Gregorii  Nyss.  et  Origenis 
scripta  et  doctrinam  nova  defensio,  5  Vols.  1864  sq.)  to  justify  the  theses  of 
Halloix,  to  rehabilitate  Origen  and  Vigilius,  and  on  the  other  hand  partly  to  " re 
model  "  the  Council  and  partly  to  bring  it  into  contempt.  The  Romish  Church 
is  not  yet  quite  clear  as  to  the  position  it  should  take  up  in  reference  to  the  older 
Antiochians  and  Theodoret,  and  further,  to  Origen  and  Vigilius.  I  am  not 
acquainted  with  the  work  of  Punkes,  P.  Vigilius  und  der  Dreicapitelstreit,  Miinchen 
1865.  The  fullest  Protestant  account  is  still  that  of  Walch,  Vol.  VIII.  The  most 
thorough  study  of  the  chief  opponent  of  the  imperial  policy,  Facundus  of  Hermi- 
ane  in  North  Africa,  has  been  published  by  a  Russian,  Dobroklonskij  (1880);  see 
on  his  work  Theol.  Lit.  Ztg.  1880,  n.  26. 

3  Theodore  had  still  in  the  East  and  even  in  the  monasteries  some  secret  ad 
herents,  apart  from  the  Nestorians;  see  Loofs,  pp.  274—297,  304. 
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had  long  ago  established  a  Monophysite  branch-regime  which 
made  its  influence  felt  as  far  as  Rome,  issued,  apparently  in  543, 
an  edict,1  in  which  the  person  and  writings  of  Theodore,  the 
Anti-Cyrillian  writings  of  Theodoret,  and  the  letter  of  Ibas  to 
the  Persian  Maris,  *  were  condemned.  This  was  the  edict  of  the 
rpl»  KsQtzhixiiz,  the  three  points  or  chapters.  The  orthodox 
found  themselves  placed  by  it  in  a  most  painful  position.  It 
was  a  political  move  on  the  part  of  the  Emperor  forced  on 
him  by  the  circumstances  in  which  he  was  placed,  and  a  better 
one  could  not  have  been  contrived. 3  The  faithful  adherents 
of  the  Fourth  Council  had  to  face  the  alternative  either  of 
actually  departing  from  orthodoxy  by  the  rejection  of  heterodox 
doctrines — for  it  was  evident  that  a  revision  of  the  Chalcedonian 
Creed  was  intended,  which  limited  freedom  in  the  interpretation 
of  it — or  of  having  to  defend  what  was  questionable  by  way 
of  protecting  doctrinal  unity ;  for  nobody  could  deny  but  that 
Theodore  in  particular  had  actually  taught  heterodox  doctrine. 
At  the  same  time  a  sort  of  question  du  fait  was  to  be  decided 
in  addition.  The  question  as  to  the  views  held  by  the  Council 
regarding  things  which  it  had  not  discussed,  was  to  be  settled. 
The  Emperor  dictated  what  these  views  were.  Distinctions  were 
to  be  made  between  what  the  whole  Council  had  approved  of 
and  what  had  been  approved  of  merely  by  individual  members ; 
for  example,  in  reference  to  the  letter  of  Ibas.  It  was  plain 
that  all  this  was  bound  only  to  be  to  the  advantage  of  the  Mono- 
physites.  It  might  be  easy  to  point  out  to  the  Western  oppo- 

1    No  longer  preserved. 

3    Mansi  VIII.,  p.  242  sq. 

8  Loofs,  op.  cit.  has  shewn  that  Justinian's  policy,  which  struck  at  once  at 
Origen  and  at  Theodore,  was  occasioned  by  the  disturbances  in  the  monasteries 
of  Palestine  where  both  had  their  sympathisers  who  had  already  come  into  sharp 
conflict  with  each  other.  "The  explanation  of  the  fact  that  Justinian  pretty  much 
about  the  same  time  struck  at  Origen  with  the  one  hand  and  at  the  Three  Chap 
ters  with  the  other,  is  to  be  found  not  in  the  ill-humour  of  Theodorus  AskidasT 
but  in  the  state  of  things  in  Palestine."  The  energetic  attack  already  made  by 
Leontius  on  Theodore  in  the  years  531 — 538  had  prepared  the  way  for  a  decree 
which  enjoined  that  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  must  positively  not  be  interpreted  in 
the  sense  in  which  it  was  understood  by  Theodore;  see  Loofs,  p.  307.  The  resolu 
tion  to  add  the  writings  of  Ibas  and  Theodoret,  seems  only  to  have  been  come 
to  at  the  last  moment. 
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nents  of  the  imperial  decree  that  they  had  been  too  sharp- 
sighted  in  hunting  for  traces  of  Monophysite  leaven,  but  as 
regards  the  main  point  they  were  entirely  in  the  right.  The 
condemnation  of  the  three  chapters,  so  far  as  its  tendency  was 
concerned,  involved  a  revision  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed.  But 
the  Emperor  was  in  the  right  too ;  for  he  corrected  the  conciliar- 
decree  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  Eastern  Church, 
which  had  been  repressed  at  Chalcedon  itself.  He  destroyed 
the  Western  influence ;  he  carried  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  back 
to  Cyril;  he  restored  the  dogmatic  thought  of  the  two  Councils 
of  Ephesus,  without  meddling  ivith  the  Creed  of  Chalcedon. 
All  four  patriarchs  of  the  East  took  offence  at  the  condemna 
tion  of  the  Three  Chapters  and  all  four  signed  it  after  a  brief 
hesitation.  Thus  powerfully  did  the  Emperor  make  his  rule 
felt  in  the  Church;  there  had  been  no  such  monarch  since 
Constantius  and  Theodosius  I.  The  patriarchs  worked  their 
bishops  and  they  too  all  submitted,  although  they  felt  it  difficult 
to  consent  to  the  condemnation  of  a  bishop  who  a  hundred 
years  before  this  had  died  at  peace  with  the  Church.  What, 
however,  they  did  not  feel,  was  the  desolation  created  by  this 
imperial  measure.  Origen  was  already  condemned ;  the  condemna 
tion  of  the  Antiochene  theology  now  followed  on  his.  It  was 
now  that  the  Church  first  fully  provided  itself  with  a  falsified 
tradition,  by  shutting  out  its  true  Fathers  as  heretics  under  the 
patronage  of  Justinian.  It  is  pretended  that  its  theology  had 
always  been  the  same,  and  any  one  who  at  an  earlier  period 
had  taught  otherwise,  was  no  Father  and  Shepherd,  but  an 
innovator,  a  robber  and  murderer.  This  Church  tolerated  no 
recollection  of  the  fact  that  it  had  once  allowed  room  within  it 
for  a  greater  variety  of  opinion.  Justinian  who  closed  the  School 
of  Athens,  also  closed  the  schools  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch  I 
He  is  the  Diocletian  of  theological  science  and  the  Constantine 
of  scholasticism!  In  doing  this  he  did  not,  however,  impose 
anything  on  the  Church ;  on  the  contrary  he  ascertained  what  were 
the  true  feelings  of  the  majority,  probably  realised  them  him 
self,  and  by  satisfying  them  made  the  Church  obedient  to  the 
State;  for  the  World-Church  is  to  be  feared  only  when  provoked; 
when  satisfied  it  will  allow  any  kind  of  yoke  to  be  imposed  upon  it. 
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The  outbreak  of  the  controversy  of  the  Three  Chapters  which 
followed  on  this  and  its  history,  have  an  interest  for  the  history 
of  dogma  merely  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  North  African 
bishops  and,  speaking  generally,  most  of  the  Western  bishops 
made  such  an  energetic  resistance  to  the  condemnation  of  the 
Three  Chapters.  The  conduct  of  the  Africans  and  especially 
the  work  of  Facundus  "  pro  tribus  capitulis ",  are  honourable 
pages  in  the  history  of  the  Punic  Churches.  On  the  other  hand 
in  the  conduct  of  the  Roman  Bishop  we  have  a  tragedy,  the 
hero  of  which  was  no  hero,  but  on  the  contrary  a  rogue.  Vigi- 
lius,  the  creature  of  Theodora,  the  intellectual  murderer  of  his 
predecessor,  the  man  who  was  Monophysite  or  Chalcedonian 
in  accordance  with  orders,  constantly  changed  his  opinion  in 
the  course  of  the  controversy,  according  as  he  considered  compli 
ance  with  feeling  in  the  West  or  compliance  with  the  commands 
of  the  Emperor,  the  more  necessary.  Twice  over  he  was  forced 
by  the  Emperor  to  appear  before  the  tribunal  of  the  Church 
as  a  liar  when  Justinian  produced  secret  explanations  of  his 
which  contradicted  his  public  utterances.  His  conduct  both 
before  the  great  Council  and  after  it  was  equally  lamentable. 
The  poorest  of  all  the  Popes  was  confronted  with  the  most 
powerful  of  the  Byzantine  Emperors. ' 

Justinian  considered  a  great  Council  to  be  necessary  although 
he  himself,  about  the  year  551,  issued  a  second  edict  dealing  with 
the  affair  of  the  Three  Chapters.  This  edict  ~  which  was  framed 
by  the  Emperor  himself  who  was  always  theologically  inclined, 
contains  in  the  most  verbose  form  the  strictly  Cyrillian  inter 
pretation  of  the  Chalcedonian  decree.  The  Cyrillian  formula  of 
the  "one  nature"  is  approved  of,  attention  being,  however, 
directed  to  the  fact  that  Cyril  made  no  distinction  between 
nature  and  hypostasis.  Christ  is  one  "  composite  hypostasis  " — 
uTTcVrtfir/c  vvvQsros.  The  Antiochian  theology  is  rejected  in 
strong  terms,  the  three  chapters  are  condemned  in  this  con 
nection;  but  it  is  asserted  that  we  must  abide  by  the  Chalce- 

1    Duchesne,  Vigile  et  Pelage,  1884. 

•  Mansi  IX.,  p.  537  sq.  Loofs  has  briefly  indicated  the  nature  of  the  Emperor's 
theological  writing  (p.  310  f.)  and  has  shewn  how  closely  it  is  related  to  that  of 
Leontius. 
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donian  Creed.  In  order  to  sanction  this  edict,  the  Fifth  Ecu 
menical  Council  was  opened  at  Constantinople  in  May  553, 
Vigilius  protesting.  The  patriarch  of  the  capital  presided.  The 
Acts  have  not  come  down  to  us  in  their  original  form;  we 
have  only  part  of  them  in  a  Latin  translation.  But  we  know 
from  the  proceedings  of  the  Sixth  Council  that  interpolations 
were  put  into  the  Acts  in  the  /th  century  (on  the  part  of  the 
Monothelites  r)  and  that  these  interpolations  were  traced  at  the 
time  by  means  of  palaeographic  investigations,  though  the  docu 
ments  which  had  been  foisted  in  were  in  no  sense  forgeries. 
The  proceedings  of  the  Council  which  consisted  of  about  150 
members  amongst  whom  there  were  very  few  Westerns,  were 
unimportant ;  all  it  had  to  do  was  to  throw  the  halo  of  the 
Church  round  the  imperial  edicts.  It  condemned  Origen,  as 
Justinian  desired ;  l  it  condemned  the  Three  Chapters  and  con 
sequently  the  Antiochian  theology  as  Justinian  desired;  it 
sanctioned  the  theopaschitian  formula  as  Justinian  desired,  and 
in  its  14  long-winded  anathemas  it  adopted  the  imperial  edict 
of  5  5 1  as  its  own.  But  amongst  those  who  thus  said  yes  to 
everything,  there  were  few  who  spoke  contrary  to  their  convic 
tions.  The  Emperor  was  really  the  best  dogmatist  of  his  time 
and  of  his  country — if  it  is  the  duty  of  the  dogmatist  to  ascer 
tain  the  opinions  of  the  majority.  While  giving  a  position  of 
exclusive  authority  to  the  interpretation  of  the  Chalcedonian 
Creed  on  the  lines  of  the  theology  of  Cyril,  he  hit  upon  the 
sense  in  which  it  was  understood  by  the  Church  of  the  East, 
i.e.,  by  the  majority  in  it.  2  The  importance  of  the  dogmatic 

1  So  with  reason  Noris,  the  Ballerini,  Moller  (R.  Encykl.  XL,  p.  113)  and 
Loofs  (pp.  287,  291)  as  against  Hefele  and  Vincenzi. 

-  The  anathemas  so  far  as  their  positive  form  is  concerned  come  very  near 
Monophysitism  without  actually  falling  into  it — the  most  distinct  divergence  is  in 
No.  8.  No.  7  goes  furthest  in  the  direction  of  meeting  Monophysitism :  s'i  rt$  ev 
Svo  <J>«/<re<7/  Aeywv,  /ttif  ui;  ev  SsoTyn  xxi  avSpuirortiTi  rbv  'dvx  -xvpiov  ypav  'lyo-ovv 
Xpia-rbv  yvwpi^eff&xi  opoKoyti,  'ivx  Six  TOVTOV  ffvipxvy  ri>v  SixQopxv  TUV  Qvorewv,  e% 
tiiv  x<rvyxvTui;  ft  xQipxa-ro;  'evtuo-ti;  yeyovev,  O(JTS  rov  Koyov  fit;  rqv  rfa  trxpxbf  perx- 
iroiydevTOS  fyvo-iv,  o\jrt  ryt;  o-xpxbt;  irpb;  rov  Ao'yov  <pv<riv  iJLerx%taf>vio'x<rvis — pevei  yxf 
exxrepov  ovep  ea-rt  ry  Qvirei,  xxt  yevo/zevjf?  T>}$  evuiffeut;  Hxfr  U7r6<rrxa-iv — ,  «AA'  eiri  Sixip- 
eerei  ry  xvx  pepos  riiv  Totxvryv  A«^/3«v£/  tyuvyv  eiri  rov  XXTX  Xpurrbv  pvirTypiov, 
y  rbv  xptQ/ibv  TUV  fyvpeav  o\JLoKoy&v  S7t}  TO&  OCUTOV  evbs  xvpiov  fi/j,c3v  *lyvov  TOV 
&eov  Ao'yot/  a-xpxuSevTOi;,  py  ry  ieupix  povy  ryv  SixQopxv  TOVTUV  hxufixvei,  t%  <uv 
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finding  of  553  ought  not  to  be  underrated.  In  a  certain  sense 
the  blow  which  the  'West  gave  to  the  East  at  the  Fourth  Coun 
cil  was  parried  by  the  Fifth  Council — in  the  fashion  in  which 
this  is  done  in  general  in  matters  of  dogma.  Rome  had  given 
the  formula  of  the  two  natures  to  the  East,  but  a  hundred 
years  later  the  East  dictated  to  the  West  how  this  formula  was 
to  be  understood,  an  interpretation  of  it  which  in  no  way 
corresponded  to  the  actual  wording  of  the  formula.  At  first 
undoubtedly  the  decree  of  the  Fifth  Council  called  forth  serious 
opposition  in  the  West.  l  But  first  Vigilius  submitted, 3  then 
five  years  later  the  African  Church  followed  his  example. 3 
Still  the  position  of  the  successor  of  Vigilius,  Pelagius  L,  was 
very  seriously  endangered  in  the  West.  The  Churches  of 
Upper  Italy  under  the  guidance  of  Milan  and  Aquileia  renounc 
ed  their  allegiance  to  Rome.  Never  in  antiquity  was  the 
apostolic  chair  in  such  a  critical  condition  as  at  that  time.  Its 
occupant  appeared  to  many  in  the  West  in  the  light  of  a  State 
bishop  at  the  beck  of  Constantinople  and  deprived  of  ecclesi 
astical  freedom.  The  Lombard  conquests  set  him  free  and  res 
cued  him  from  his  position  of  dependence  on  Byzantium.  Gre 
gory  I.  having  once  more  regained  strength  politically  and  his 
help  being  regarded  as  indispensable  by  those  in  Upper  Italy 
who  were  threatened  by  the  Arians  and  the  pagans,  again  gained 
over  the  larger  part  of  Upper  Italy  together  with  the  Arch 
bishop  of  Milan,  though  indeed  it  was  at  the  price  of  a  tem 
porary  disavowal  of  the  Fifth  Council.  4  Another  part  stood 

KOti  trvverefty,  ovx  xvatipovpevyv  $ix  ryv  'dvuiriv — els  yxp  l|  x^oHv,  xxi  $<  evb$  xptyo- 
Tfpx — «AA'  |T<  TOVTW  KEXpviToci  raj  xpiS^u,  w$  xexwpifftisvxt;  xxi  i$iov7ro<TTXTov$ 
'e%ei  TX$  Qtvirsiy  6  TOIOVTO$  xvxds^x  'iyria.  Observe  how  the  conception  of  number 
too  gets  a  new  meaning  in  Dogmatics  and  hew  in  the  dogmatic  sense  the  con 
ception  of  number  is  to  be  taken  in  one  way  in  connection  with  the  dogma  of 
the  Trinity  and  again  in  a  different  way  in  connection  with  the  Christological 
dogma.  There  we  have  already  the  whole  of  scholasticism !  In  the  same  way 
" Qecapix'1'  is  now  a  conception  which  has  first  to  get  a  new  form  for  Dogmatics. 
All  throughout  in  these  conceptions  things  which  are  irreconcileable  must  be  shewn 
to  be  reconciled. 

1    The  opposition  in  the  East  was  wholly  unimportant;  see  Hefele,  p.  903  f. 

-    Two  statements  of  Dec.  553  and  Feb.  554.     Hefele,  905  ff. 

3  Hefele,  p.  913  f. 

4  Gregor    L,  epp.  1.  IV.,  2 — 4,  38,  39.     Gregory    had    to    make    his    orthodoxy 
certain  by  acknowledging  the  four  Councils.     He  was  silent  about  the  Fifth. 


CHAP,  in.]  FIFTH   ECUMENICAL  COUNCIL  251 

aloof  from  Rome  for  a  whole  century.  But  in  the  West  too 
at  the  same  period  there  was  a  decay  of  all  independent  interest 
in  theological  questions ;  when  it  once  more  revived,  the  Church 
had  the  Fifth  Council  and  the  Cyrillian  Dogmatics.  The  East 
had  revenged  itself. 

And  yet  one  may  doubt  if  Justinian's  policy  was  the  right 
one  which  in  dogmaticis  aimed  at  a  mean  between  the  Western 
and  the  Egypto-Syrian  dogmatic.  It  stopped  half-way.  For 
the  sake  of  the  West  and  of  the  basis  supplied  by  the  Council 
of  451,  the  Emperor  had  adhered  to  the  Chalcedonian  Creed; 
for  the  sake  of  the  Monophysites  and  of  his  own  inclinations 
he  decreed  the  Theopaschitian  formula  and  the  rejection  of 
the  Three  Chapters.  But  in  doing  this  he  roused  the  West 
against  the  spirit  of  Constantinople  and  against  the  Byzantine 
State,  at  the  very  moment  when  he  was  making  friendly  over 
tures  to  it,  and  yet  he  did  not  gain  over  the  Monophysites. l 
He  could  not  find  the  right  dogmatic  formula  for  the  World- 
Empire  which  he  created ;  what  he  did  settle  was  the  specific 
formula  for  the  patriarchate  of  Constantinople  and  its  immediate 
belongings.  He,  however,  saw  that  himself;  he  wished  to 
sanction  Aphthartodoketism  (564) 2  which  was  in  harmony  with 
his  own  dogmatic  views  and  which  might  perhaps  win  over 
the  Monophysites.  His  policy  was  a  logical  one,  and  the 
Emperor  set  about  carrying  it  out  with  his  wonted  energy, 
beginning  as  usual  by  deposing  the  patriarch  of  the  capital. 
We  cannot  now  say  what  would  have  happened ;  the  opposi 
tion  of  the  Bishops,  led  this  time  by  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch, 
Anastasius  Sinaita,  would  perhaps  have  been  overcome; 
but  the  Emperor  died  in  November,  565,  and  his  successor 
Justin  II.  did  not  continue  this  policy.  Still,  under  Justin  II. 
the  attempts  to  gain  over  the  Monophysites,  by  dragonnades 
and  by  friendly  methods,  did  not  cease.3  Even  at  that  time 
the  Imperial  bishops  were  throughout  kept  from  acceding  to  the 

1  It  was  only  temporally  that  the  Melchites,  led  by  some  distinguished  patri 
archs,  once  more  got  the  mastery  in  Egypt ;  see  Gelzer,  Leontios  von  Neapolis, 
Leben  des  h.  Johannes  des  Barmherzigen,  Erzbischofs  v.  Alexanclrien  1893. 

-    Euagr.  H.  E.  IV.  39,  40. 

3  A  sort  of  henoticon  of  Justin's  in  Euagr.  V.  4;  cf.  the  Church  History  of 
John  of  Ephesus. 
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extreme  demands  of  the  Monophysites  by  their  desire  to  preserve 
communion  with  the  West.  The  vacillation  in  the  imperial 
policy,  its  partial  success  and  partial  failure,  and  the  divisions 
among  the  Monophysites  themselves,  etc.,  belong  to  Church- 
History.  The  way  was  being  prepared  for  renouncing  entirely 
the  authority  of  Byzantium — and  here  the  political-national 
movement  everywhere  preceded  the  other, — and  for  the  organis 
ation  in  each  case  of  a  separate  ecclesiastical  constitution. 
These  aims  were  not  definitely  accomplished  till  the  seventh 
century,  under  entirely  altered  political  conditions.  * 

4.      The  Monergist  and  Monolhelite  Controversies.      The 
Sixth   Council  and  Johannes  Damascenus. " 

Paul  of  Samosata  equally 3  with  the  old  Antiochians 4  had 
affirmed  the  doctrine  of  the  one  will  (^iot,  $k A>j<r;<?)  in  reference 
to  Jesus  Christ.  The  statement  of  the  former,  "the  different 
natures  and  the  different  persons  have  one  single  mode  of 
union, — agreement  in  will,  from  which  it  plainly  appears  that 
there  is  a  unity  as  to  energy  in  the  things  thus  joined  together," 
(txi  $ia(pofiGt  (pv<r£ic  %»}  rx  ^KxQopx  TrpoiraTra  svot  KXI  povov  svutreug 
£%OU<TI  TPOTTOV  ryv  X&TX  Oshypw  a-uftpouriv,  f£  yq  y  KXTX  fvspysiav 
£7r\  TUV  OVTOCC  vv(A@i$M<T&£VTuv  #AAjf  Ac/s  uvatQaivsTott  (AOVKf),  lies  at  the 
basis  of  the  Antiochene  Dogmatic  even  after  it  had  taken  definite 
shape  as  a  doctrine  of  two  natures.  They  were  thus  Monothe- 
lites.  On  the  other  hand,  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Cyril,  and  the 
Areopagite  had  taught  the  doctrine  of  one  energy  in  Christ, 

1  On  the  Syro-Jacobite-Monophysite,  the  Coptic-Monophysite,  the  Abyssinian 
Church,  as  well  as  on  the  Armenian  Church  which  continued  to  be  Cyrillian,  not 
Monophysite  in  the  strict  sense  of  word — see  the  article  in  Herzog's  R.  Encykl., 
and  better  in  the  Diet,  of  Christ.  Biog.  and  in  Kattenbusch,  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  205  fF.; 
cf.  also  Sibernagl  op.  cit. 

•  See  the  material  in  Manst  X.,  XL  5  in  addition  the  works  of  Maximus  Con 
fessor,  of  Anastasius  Biblioth.,  of  Anastasius  Abbas,  and  the  Chronographs;  see  also 
the  Lib.  pontif.  and  the  works  of  Joh.  Damascenus.  Accounts  by  Combefis  (1648), 
Tamagnini  (1678),  Assemani  (1764),  Gibbon,  Walch  (Vol.  9),  Schrockh,  Hefele, 
Baur,  and  Dorner.  Further,  Moller  in  Herzog's  R.  Encykl.  (Art.  "Monothel. "), 
Wagenmann,  there  also,  Art.  "Maximas  Confessor". 

3  See  Vol.  III.,  p.  41. 

4  In    the    "Ekthesis"    it    is  expressly  admitted  that  Nestorius  did  not  teach  the 
doctrine  of  two  wills. 
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the  latter  with  the  definite  addition  "  0£;&vS/j;;«? ".  '  The  Antio- 
chians  and  those  last  mentioned  meant,  however,  something 
different  by  their  respective  statements.  The  view  of  the  Antio- 
chians  was  that  the  human  nature  by  placing  itself  at  the  service 
of  the  divine  was  wholly  filled  with  the  divine  will — their  (Aiot, 
QsX'/iTiq  was  not  the  product  of  a  physico-psychological,  but  of 
an  ethical,  mode  of  regarding  Christ.  The  Alexandrians  regarded 
the  God-Logos  as  the  subject  of  the  God-Man  who  had  made 
the  human  nature  His  own  and  used  it  as  his  organ ;  they 
thus  thought  of  a  unity  of  energy  having  its  roots  in  the  unity 
of  the  mysterious  constitution  of  the  God-Man.  In  Leo's  doc 
trinal  letter  there  was  what  was  for  the  East  a  new  conception 
of  it — "Agit  utraque  forma  quod  proprium  est",  "each  nature 
does  what  is  peculiar  to  it",  though  undoubtedly  "cum  alterius 
communione " — "in  union  with  the  other".  This  way  of  con 
ceiving  of  it  was  indirectly  sanctioned  by  the  Chalcedonian  decree. 
In  the  century  following  it  gave  great  offence ;  it  besides  render 
ed  it  necessary  to  consider  the  nature  of  the  energy,  the  willing 
and  the  acting  of  Christ,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  was  the 
most  serious  stumbling-block  for  the  Severians  whose  thesis 
"one  composite  nature"  (plx  Qvvis  a-vvfaroq)  naturally  demanded 
the  "one  energy"  (ftta  svepysiac).  But  still  owing  to  the  Chalce 
donian  Creed  a  theory  gradually  got  a  footing  in  the  Church 
according  to  which  each  nature  was  considered  by  itself  while 
the  unity  was  consequently  conceived  of  as  a  product,  and  the 
doctrine  of  the  Agnoetse  (see  p.  239)  which  made  its  appearance 
amongst  the  Severians  proves  that  even  this  party  could  not 
avoid  what  was  a  sort  of  splitting  up  of  the  one  Christ.  The 
neo-orthodox  theology  of  a  Leontius  and  Justinian  spite  of  its 
Cyrillian  character  required  that  Christ  should  be  conceived  of 
as  having  two  energies,  although  it  is  going  too  far  to  maintain 

1  Dionys.  Areop.  (Opp.  ed.  Corderius,  edit.  Veneta  1755,  T.  I.,  p.  593),  ep.  4, 
(ad  Caium) :  vtitfls  Se  rov  'lytrovv  oi/x  xvQpwTnxiiJt;  &$ofi%0fuv  oi/Ss  yxp  xvQptuTrot; 
IJLOVOV  (olSe  iiTrepovtrtoi;  >j  xvQpwTrot;  IJ.OVQV)  #AA'  xvQpuTrot;  a.Kyb£i^  6  Six^spovrut;  fyihxv- 
Qpdnros  inttf  xvQpuKovt;  xxi  XXTX  xvQpaiTTovs  ex  Tif?  TUV  «v3p«Twv  ovo-ixf  6  vvepovirioi; 
ovo-iti>iJ,evoi;  .  . .  xxi  yap  'ivx  o-vvehovrs 5  s'lTrwpsv  ou$e  xvSpuKct;  Jjv,  ov%  tat;  \J.y  xv^poiTrot;, 
«AA'  w;  eg  txvSpwiriav,  xv^puvuv  kKexeivx,  xxi  vTrep  'xvfyuKcv  xtyQws  xvlpuvos  yeyovtat;. 

K.XI     TO    KOITTOV    oil    XXTX    050V    TOt    falx    SpXtTX^.    0V    TX    XVJpCdTTflX    XXTX  XV&pUKOV,  «AA' 

os  ®sov  xxtvyv  rivet  TJJV  &exv$pixiiv  evepyeietv  vt{J.~iv  KtirokiTtvptvot. 
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that  already  in  the  time  of  Justinian  the  question  had  been 
decided  l  in  accordance  with  the  later  orthodox  view. s 

One  might  try  to  explain  the  fact  that  the  question  was 
raised  in  the  seventh  century  at  all,  from  the  "inner  logic" 
of  the  matter;  but  the  dogma  in  the  form  in  which  it  was 
settled  under  Justinian,  still  left  room  for  the  raising  of  count 
less  other  questions  which  were  not  less  important.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  it  was  a  purely  political  consideration,  the  desire,  namely, 
to  win  back  the  Monophysite  provinces,  which  conjured  up 
the  controversy.  The  latter  accordingly  essentially  belongs  to 
political  history  and  it  will  be  sufficient  here  to  fix  the  most 
important  points,  since  the  doctrine  of  one  will  equally  with 
that  of  two  wills  would  have  been  in  harmony  with  the  deci 
sions  of  the  Fourth  and  Fifth  Councils. 

The  patriarch  of  the  capital,  Sergius,  advised  his  emperor,  the 
powerful  and  victorious  Heraclius,  (610 — 641)  to  secure  the  con 
quests  he  had  once  more  made  in  the  South  and  East  by 
meeting  the  Monophysites  half  way  with  the  formula  that  the 
God-Man  consisting  of  two  natures  effected  everything  by  means 
of  one  divine-human  energy.  In  support  of  this  doctrine  Sergius 
collected  together  passages  from  the  Fathers,  large  numbers  of 
which  belonging  both  to  ancient  and  recent  times,  lay  to  hand, 
won  over  influential  clergy  in  Armenia,  Syria,  and  Egypt,  and 
succeeded  in  conjunction  with  the  Emperor  in  filling  the  eastern 
Patriarchates  with  men  whose  views  were  similar  to  his  own 
and  actually  laid  the  foundation  of  a  union  with  the  Monophy 
sites  (633).  But  a  Palestinian  monk  named  Sophronius,  who 
was  afterwards  bishop  of  Jerusalem,  came  to  Egypt,  declared 
the  [A'I»  evspyeix,  to  be  "  Apollinarianism  ",  seriously  embarrassed 
the  imperial  Patriarch,  Cyrus,  in  Alexandria,  and  impressed 
even  Sergius  to  whom  he  had  recourse.  As  on  the  one  hand,  how- 

1    Loofs,  p.  316. 

^  According  to  anathema  No.  3  of  the  Fifth  Council  the  active  principle  in  the 
Redeemer  is  the  undivided  person  who  as  such  performs  miracles  and  suffers. 
No.  8  is  undoubtedly  opposed  to  this:  fifvov<rys  exxrepaey  Qvertufj  oirep  ta-riv, 
fives/rial  eraepni  voovpev  TOV  Aoyov.  The  dispute  as  to  whether  there  was  one  will 
or  two,  dates  at  least  as  far  back  as  the  beginning  of  the  6th  century;  but  the 
assertion  of  two  wills  is  as  a  rule  charged  against  the  orthodox  by  their  opponents 
as  the  logical  result  of  their  views. 
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ever,  there  was  a  desire  not  to  abandon  again  the  position 
gained  in  reference  to  the  Monophysites,  and  as  on  the  other 
it  was  necessary  to  avoid  the  appearance  of  endangering  ortho 
doxy,  Sergius  now  declared  that  all  discussion  of  the  question 
of  energies  was  to  cease,  and  signified  his  wish  in  this  matter 
to  his  colleagues  in  Alexandria  and  to  the  Emperor  himself. 
He  wrote  at  the  same  time  to  Bishop  Honorius  of  Rome.  1  The 
latter  at  that  time  published  the  celebrated  letter  which  played 
such  an  important  part  in  1870  and  the  treatment  of  which  in 
the  second  edition  of  Hefele's  History  of  the  Councils  has  justly 
occasioned  so  much  surprise. '  Honorius  in  this  letter  describes 
Sophronius  as  a  man  who  is  stirring  up  new  controversies, 
praises  Sergius  for  his  great  prudence  in  discarding  the  new 
expression  (,&/#  ev&pyeix)  which  might  be  a  stumbling-block  to 
the  simple,  declares  that  Holy  Scripture  makes  no  mention 
either  of  one  energy  or  of  two  energies,  that  the  latter  ex 
pression  is  suggestive  of  Nestorianism  and  the  former  of  Euty- 
chianism,  and  incidentally  states  as  something  self-evident  that 
''we  confess  one  will  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ"  («/  Qetyfta 
4fAOhoyov(t£v  TOV  xvpiov  'lyrov  XpifTOu),  that  is,  the  one  will  of  the 
Godhead.  This  was  not  yet  in  any  sense  a  controversial  question ; 
but  Sergius  in  his  letter  to  Alexandria  had  regarded  it  as  like 
wise  self-evident  that  in  putting  the  question  of  the  energies 
into  the  background  he  could  not  in  any  case  agree  to  the 
doctrine  of  two  wills. 3  Meanwhile  Sophronius  in  his  character 
as  the  new  bishop  of  Jerusalem  had  issued  a  work  definitely 
based  on  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  as  interpreted  by  Leo's 
doctrinal  letter.  Two  energies  are  to  be  recognised  in  the  one 
Christ  who  is  in  both  the  same.  One  and  the  same  Christ 
followed  the  energy  both  of  his  divine  and  also  of  his  human 
nature.  Still  Sophronius  does  not  say  anything  of  two  wills. 

1  Shortly    before    this  the  controversy  between  Rome  and  Byzantium  regarding 
the   title  "Ecumenical  Patriarch"  had  been  going  on;  see  Gelzer  in  the  Jahrbb.  f. 
Protest.  Theol.  1887,  p.  549  ff.,  and  Kattenbusch,  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  in   f. 

2  See  S.  Theol.  Lit.  Ztg.,  1878,  No.  XI.     The  letter  is  in  Mansi,  XL,  p.  538  sq. 

3  The    heterodoxy    of   Honorius    does    not    certainly  amount  to  much,  since  he 
adheres  to  Leo's  doctrinal  letter  and  since  nothing  was  yet  decided  regarding  the 
energies  and  the  will. 
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He  likewise  had  recourse  to  Rome,  and  Honorius,  like  Sergius, 
made  an  effort  to  bring  about  union  between  the  contending 
parties  in  the  Eastern  Church  by  dissuading  them  from  employ 
ing  the  formulae.  Heraclius  gave  his  support  to  these  efforts  and 
published  an  edict  drawn  up  by  Sergius  (638),  the  Ecthesis, 
which  forbade  the  use  both  of  ftlx  svspysix  and  of  "  two  ener 
gies"  as  equally  dangerous  expressions.  The  latter  expression, 
it  was  maintained,  leads  to  the  assumption  of  two  conflicting 
wills  in  Christ,  while  Christ  has  only  one  will  since  the  human 
nature  acts  only  in  accordance  with  the  God-Logos  who  has 
assumed  it.  l  The  personality  of  the  Redeemer  thus  appears, 
in  strict  accordance  with  the  theology  of  Cyril,  as  built  up  on 
the  basis  of  the  God-Logos. 

But  already  Rome  and  the  West  once  more  bethought  them 
selves  of  their  dogmatics.  Every  attempt  to  meet  the  views  of 
the  Monophysites  always  brought  the  Byzantine  Emperor  into 
conflict  with  Rome.  Pope  John  IV.  as  early  as  the  year  641 
condemned  Monothelitism  at  a  Roman  Council.  Immediately 
thereafter  Heraclius  died,  putting  the  responsibility  of  the  Ecthe 
sis  on  to  Sergius.  The  latter  had  died  previously  to  this; 
Pyrrhus,  who  held  similar  views,  took  his  place.  After  severe 
struggles  in  the  palace,  which  Pyrrhus  had  to  pay  for  by  his 
deposition,  Constans  II.,  a  grandson  of  Heraclius,  became  emperor. 
Those  at  the  Court  were  resolved  to  maintain  the  Ecthesis  and 
not  to  submit  to  the  Roman  bishop,  Theodore. "  Meanwhile 
North  Africa  had  become  the  second  headquarters  of  the 
Dyothelites.  The  Byzantine  governor  there,  Gregory,  the  patron 
of  the  monks,  who  was  on  bad  terms  with  the  Court,  made 
use  of  the  African  dislike  of  Byzantium  and  its  dogmatics  in 
order,  if  possible,  to  detach  the  Province  from  Constantinople, 
and  with  him  sided  the  most  learned  Chalcedonian  of  the  East, 

1  Mansi,  X.,  p.  931  sq. :    "We  must  confess  one  will  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
the    true    God,    implying    that    at   no  time  did  his  flesh  animated  by  a  reasonable 
soul  accomplish  what  was  natural  for  it  to  do,  separately,  and  by  its  own  impulse, 
in    opposition    to    the  suggestion  of  the  God-Logos  who  was  hypostatically  united 
with  it,  but  that  on  the  contrary  it  acted  only  when  and  how  and  in  the  way  the 
Logos  wished." 

2  John  IV.  had  already,  moreover,  attempted  to  hush  up  the  conduct  of  Honorius, 
to  excuse  it,  that  is. 
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Maximus  (Confessor)  and  many  other  Easterns,  monks  especi 
ally,  who  had  fallen  out  with  the  Emperor.  *  Pyrrhus  too  took 
up  his  quarters  in  North  Africa  and  was  easily  converted  to 
dyotheletism.  In  Rome  he  completed  his  change  of  opinion 
and  was  recognised  by  Theodore  as  the  legitimate  bishop  of 
Constantinople.  The  Emperor  was  flooded  with  addresses  from 
North  Africa  the  aim  of  which  was  to  induce  him  to  enter  the 
lists  on  behalf  of  orthodoxy.  But  the  defeat  of  Gregory  by 
the  Saracens  weakened  the  courage  and  interfered  with  the 
plans  of  the  Anti-Byzantine  coalition.  Pyrrhus  with  all  possible 
speed  once  more  made  his  peace  with  the  Emperor  and  with 
the  Imperial  dogmatics;  but  the  Roman  bishop  stood  firm,  con 
demned  Pyrrhus,  and  pronounced  sentence  of  deposition  on 
Paul  who  was  at  the  time  occupying  the  Byzantine  chair. 
The  Emperor,  on  the  advice  of  Paul  and  in  order  to  pacify 
the  Empire,  issued  in  the  year  648  the  Typus,  which  bears  the 
same  relation  to  the  doctrine  of  the  wills  as  the  Ecthesis  does  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  energies.  It  simply  prohibits  under  severe  penal 
ties  all  controversy  regarding  the  question  as  to  whether  it  is 
necessary  to  believe  in  one  will  and  one  energy  or  in  two  wills 
and  two  energies,  and  forbids  the  prosecution  of  any  one  because 
of  his  position  on  this  question.  For  the  sake  of  the  Westerns  the 
Ecthesis  was  removed  from  the  principal  church  of  the  capital.  " 
But  Rome  was  far  from  accepting  this  part-payment  as  a  full 
discharge.  It  had  wholly  different  plans.  The  situation  seemed 
a  favourable  one  for  estranging  from  the  Emperor  the  entire 
orthodoxy  of  the  East  and  binding  it  to  the  successor  of  Peter, 

1  Battifol,  L'abbaye  de  Rossano,  Paris,  1891,  has  given  us  information  of  first- 
rate  quality  regarding  the  exodus  of  the  Greek  monks  and  priests  to  (North  Africa) 
Sicily  and  Calabria.     Lower  Italy  underwent  at  that  time  a  new  Hellenisation. 

2  Mansi    X.,    p.    1019    sq.     The    form    of  the  Typus  as  distinguished  from  the 
Ecthesis    is    worthy    of   note.     It  no  longer  speaks  the  theological  language  which 
Justinian  above  all  had  naturalised.     Constans  in  fact  more  and  more  gave  evidence 
of  possessing    qualities    which    make  him  appear  akin  in  spirit  to  the  iconoclastic 
Emperors    of   a  later  time.     Conversely,  amongst  the  most  outstanding  monks  and 
priests  of  the  seventh  century  we  already  meet  with  that  enmity  to  the  State,  in  other 
words,  that  desire  to  see  the  Church  independent  of  the  State,  which  occasioned  the 
frightful  struggle  in  the  eighth  and  ninth  centuries.     In  this  respect  the  position  taken 
up*  by    Maximus    Confessor    who    contested    the  right  of  the  Emperor  to  interfere 
in  dogmatic  questions  and  disputed  his  sacerdotal  dignity,  is  specially  characteristic. 


258  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [CHAP.  in. 

in  order  to  shew  the  Byzantine  ruler  the  power  of  the  Apostolic 
chair.  What  Justinian  had  done  to  the  latter  was  to  be  re 
quited,  although  Constans  was  the  Sovereign  of  Rome.  The 
new  Pope,  Martin  I.,  who,  like  many  of  his  predecessors,  had 
formerly  been  the  Papal  Apokrisiar  in  Constantinople,  got 
together  a  large  Council  in  the  Lateran  in  October  649.  Over 
a  hundred  Western  bishops  attended ;  they  were  surrounded 
by  numerous  Greek  priests  and  monks  who  had  fled  from 
Constans,  first  to  North  Africa,  and  then  after  the  catastrophe 
there,  to  Sicily,  Calabria,  and  Rome.  The  Council  was  a  con 
spiracy  against  Constantinople,  and  he  who  was  at  the  head 
of  it  was  raised  to  the  throne  without  the  imperial  sanction. 
We  have  here  a  continuation  of  the  policy  of  Gregory  I.,  but 
in  a  more  energetic  and  menacing  form.  The  dyothelite  doc 
trine  after  a  discussion  lasting  over  several  sittings,  was  made 
a  fixed  dogma  by  the  help  of  the  huge  patristic  apparatus 
contributed  by  the  Greeks,  '  and  finally  a  symbol  was  adopted 
which  added  on  to  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  the  words,  "two 
natural  wills"  ("duas  naturales  voluntates  ")  "two  natural  opera 
tions"  (duas  naturales  operationes),  without  detriment  to  the 
unity  of  the  person  ("  one  and  the  same  Jesus  Christ  our 
Lord  and  God  as  willing  and  effecting  divinely  and  humanly 
our  salvation" — "eundem  atque  unum  dominum  nostrum  et 
deum  I.  Chr.  utpote  volentem  et  operantem  divine  et  humane 
nostram  salutem"),  and  allowing  in  fact  the  validity  of  the 
proposition  when  correctly  understood ;  "  one  incarnate  nature  of 
the  divine  Logos" — (&ix  Qvffif  rov  &sou  Xoyov  vfpxpKUftsvy.  The 
twenty  canons  attached  to  the  Creed  define  the  doctrine  more 
precisely  and  cover  the  whole  of  Christology.  In  the  eighteenth 
canon  Origen  and  Didymus  are  reckoned  amongst  the  other 
"  nefandissimi  haeretici ".  In  addition,  the  fathers  of  Monothe- 
litism,  of  the  Ecthesis  and  the  Typus,  Theodore  of  Pharan, 
Cyrus  of  Alexandria,  and  also  the  three  Constantinopolitan 
patriarchs,  Sergius,  Pyrrhus,  and  Paul  were  condemned.  Mono- 
thelitism  was  designated  as  Monophysitism,  while  the  Typus 
again  was  described  as  the  godless  decree  which  robbed  Jesus 

1    uWe   have  a  library,  but  no  manuscripts,"  wrote  the  Pope  in  that  same  year 
to  Bishop  Amandus. 
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Christ  of  His  will,  His  action,  and  consequently  of  His  natures 
generally.  Maximus  Confessor  too  stated  this  brilliant  thought 
with  many  variations.  '  When  we  read  the  resolutions  of  this 
Council  the  impression  produced  is  that  of  a  polemic  encounter 
arranged  with  some  secret  end  in  view. 

Martin  now  made  the  most  strenuous  endeavours  to  get 
authority  over  the  Churches  of  the  East  by  the  help  of  the 
decision  of  the  Council.  Like  a  second  Dioscurus  he  interfered 
with  Eastern  affairs,  made  use  of  the  desperate  state  of  the 
Churches  in  the  East  which  were  in  part  in  the  possession  of 
the  Saracens  and  consequently  were  no  longer  in  connection 
with  Constantinople,  in  order  to  play  the  roll  of  supreme  bish 
op,  and  accordingly  worked  in  direct  opposition  to  the  im 
perial  interests  and  perhaps  even  conspired  with  the  Saracens. 
The  Emperor  now  proceeded  to  take  energetic  measures.  The 
-first  attempt  to  seize  the  Pope  miscarried,  it  is  true,  owing  to 
the  faithlessness  of  the  Exarch  who  was  sent  to  Italy.  But  the 
new  Exarch  succeeded  in  getting  Martin  into  his  power  (653). 
As  a  traitor  who  had  secretly  made  common  cause  with  the 
Saracens  and  as  a  bishop  who  had  been  illegally  appointed, 
he  was  brought  to  Constantinople.  Dishonoured  and  disgraced 
he  was  then  banished  to  the  Chersonesus  where  he  died  in  the 
year  655.  At  the  same  time  proceedings  were  taken  against 
the  dogmatic  theologian  of  Dyothelitism,  the  monk  Maximus, 
the  mystic  and  scholastic,  who  for  the  sake  of  scholasticism 
was  unwilling  to  do  without  the  complicated  formulae  of  the  two 
natures,  two  wills,  two  operations  in  the  one  person,  and  who 
had  actually  made  a  profound  study  of  them.  In  Rome  Euge- 
nius  was  now  chosen  as  Pope  and  he  was  disposed  to  come 
to  some  arrangement.  At  the  same  time  the  most  reasonable 
proposal  was  made  which  could  possibly  have  been  made  in 
the  circumstances :  It  was  allowable  to  speak  of  two  natural 
wills  which,  however,  in  accordance  with  the  hypostatic  union, 
become  one  hypostatic  will.  Maximus  probably  endeavoured 
to  prevent  the  West  from  falling  into  this  "heresy",  but  the 
successor  of  Eugenius  (+657)  Vitalian,  gave  in  without  any 

1    The    Acts    of   the    Council,  which   even  yet  enjoys  a  special  authority  in  the 
Romish  Church,  are  in  Mansi  XL,  the  Creed,  p.   1150;  see  also  Hahn  2,  §  no. 
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explanations  and  once  more  restored  the  communion  with 
Constantinople  which  had  for  so  long  been  interrupted.  Con- 
stans  himself  visited  Rome  in  the  year  663 ;  the  peace  lasted 
till  the  violent  death  of  the  Emperor  (668)  when  he  was  staying 
at  Syracuse.  Rome's  lofty  plans  seemed  to  be  destroyed. 

The  revolution  in  policy  which  now  followed  in  Constantinople 
is  not  perfectly  comprehensible  spite  of  the  obvious  explanation 
that  the  Monophysite  provinces  were  lost  and  that  consequently 
there  was  no  longer  any  reason  for  shewing  any  enthusiasm 
on  behalf  of  Monothelitism  or  for  opposing  the  establishment 
of  Dyothelitism.  Then  we  may  reflect  further  that,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  the  more  it  was  regarded  from 
the  outside  demanded  the  doctrine  of  two  wills,  and  that  this 
doctrine  alone  possessed  in  Maximus  a  theologian  of  weight. 
But  these  considerations  do  not  entirely  clear  up  the  facts  of 
the  case.  Constantine  Pogonatus  seems  really  to  have  held  the 
memory  of  Pope  Vitalian  in  honour  because  the  latter  had 
supported  him  in  putting  down  the  usurpers.  For  this  very 
reason  he  hesitated  to  comply  with  the  wish  of  the  Eastern 
Patriarchs  that  Vitalian's  name  should  be  erased  from  the 
diptychs — the  bishop  of  Constantinople  could  never  desire  to 
enter  into  alliance  with  Rome.  !  It  was  perhaps  a  real  love  of 
peace  or  still  more  a  perception  of  the  fact  that  Italy  must 
not  be  lost  to  the  Empire,  and  that  Italy,  moreover,  could  be 
retained  only  by  an  alliance  with  the  Roman  see,  which  induced 
the  Emperor  to  arrange  a  meeting  and  a  conference  of  the 
opposing  parties.  In  the  year  678,  taking  up  an  entirely  im 
partial  attitude,  he  requested  the  Roman  bishop  to  send  represent 
atives  to  the  capital  to  attend  a  gathering  of  this  kind.  Rome, 
i.e.,  the  new  bishop  Agatho,  said  nothing  at  first;  why  is  not 
quite  clear.  At  any  rate  he  once  more  set  afloat  in  the  West 
certain  declarations  in  favour  of  the  doctrine  of  two  wills. 
Meanwhile  the  Patriarch  Theodore  of  Constantinople  and  Maca- 
rius  of  Antioch  who,  however,  resided  in  the  Capital,  succeeded 
in  getting  the  Emperor's  sanction  for  erasing  Vitalian's  name 
from  the  diptychs.  Finally,  Agatho  sent  the  desired  deputies, 

1  There  was  once  more  friction  between  Rome  and  the  patriarch  of  Constanti 
nople,  and  this  threatened  to  make  the  old  controversy  a  pretext  for  quarrelling. 
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together  with  a  very  comprehensive  letter  which  was  modelled 
in  imitation  of  Leo's  doctrinal  letter,  and  in  which  at  the  same 
time  the  infallibility  of  the  Roman  see  in  matters  of  faith  was 
expressed  in  a  supremely  self-conscious  fashion.  '  From  this 
time  onwards  the  Emperor  was  resolved  to  yield  to  the  Pope 
in  everything  (why?).  By  means  of  an  edict  addressed  to 
George,  the  new  patriarch  of  the  Capital,  who  had  shewn  himself 
pliable,  he  now  summoned  a  Council  to  meet,  which  though  it  was 
not  originally  intended  by  the  Emperor  himself  to  be  ecumenical, 
did  nevertheless  come  to  be  this.  It  lasted  from  November 
680  to  September  68 1,  had  18  sittings  and  was  attended  by 
about  170  bishops.  (The  Byzantine  East  was  already  very 
seriously  curtailed  owing  to  the  Mohammedan  conquests.)  It 
was  presided  over  by  the  Emperor,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing, 
by  the  imperial  representatives,  while  the  Roman  Legates  voted 
first.  It  may  be  called  the  Council  of  antiquaries  and  palaeo- 
graphists ;  for  really  dogmatic  considerations  were  hardly  adduc 
ed.  On  the  contrary,  operations  were  conducted  on  both  sides 
by  the  help  of  the  voluminous  collections  of  the  Acts  of  earlier 
Councils  and  whole  volumes  of  citations  from  the  Fathers, 
which,  however, — and  this  is  in  the  highest  degree  character 
istic — were  after  delivery  sealed  until  the  exact  time  when  they 
were  to  be  read  out,  so  that  they  might  not  be  secretly  falsi 
fied  at  the  very  last  moment.  Moreover,  palaeographic  inves 
tigations  were  conducted  which  were  not  without  result.  "  Mono- 
thelitism  had  not  a  few  supporters ;  the  most  energetic  of  these 
was  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch,  Macarius,  who  amongst  other 
things  appealed  to  Vigilius,  but  was  forbidden  to  do  so ;  the 
letters,  it  was  alleged,  were  tampered  with,  which  was  not  the 
case.  Other  fathers  expressed  a  desire  that  it  should  not  be 
permissible  to  go  beyond  the  conclusions  of  the  Five  Councils 
in  any  direction.  A  proposal  was  also  made  at  the  sixteenth 
sitting  to  grant  two  wills  for  the  period  of  Christ's  earthly  life, 
but  to  allow  of  only  one  after  the  Resurrection. 3  But  the  new 
"Manichean"  and  "  Apollinarian "  was  promptly  expelled  from 

1    Mansi  XL,  pp.  234 — 286. 

3    The  Acts  of  the  Council  in  Mansi,  XI. 

3     Mansi  XL,  p.  611  sq. 
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the  place  of  meeting.  The  experiment  made  by  another  Mono- 
thelite  and  which  he  carried  on  for  two  hours,  of  laying  his 
creed  on  the  body  of  a  dead  person  in  order  to  restore  him 
to  life  and  thus  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  of  one  will, 
miscarried. !  The  Council  knew  what  the  will  of  the  Emperor 
was,  and  following  the  lead  of  the  Patriarch  of  the  Capital, 
placed  itself  at  the  disposal  of  "the  new  David"  who  "has 
thoroughly  grasped  the  completeness  of  the  two  natures  of 
Christ  our  God"!  Vitalian's  name  was  restored;  in  accordance 
with  the  wish  of  Agatho  a  long  series  of  Constantinopolitan 
patriarchs  from  Sergius  downward  together  with  Macarius  and 
other  Monothelites  were  condemned,  amongst  'whom  Pope 
Honorius  too  was  put. '  Finally  a  creed  full  of  coarse  flattery 
of  the  Emperor  was  adopted, 3  and  this  completed  the  triumph 
of  the  Pope  over  Byzantium.  Two  natural  Qshytrsii;  %  faky/tarx 
were  acknowledged  and  two  natural  energies  existing  indivisibly 
(x^HxipsT&x;),  unchangeably  (XT psoras],  undividedly  (aftfpltrTUi;),  un- 
confusedly  (avwyxvTui;}  in  the  one  Christ.  They  are  not  to  be 
thought  of  as  mutually  opposed,  on  the  contrary,  the  human 
will  follows  the  divine  and  almighty  will  and  far  from  resisting 
or  opposing  it,  is  in  subjection  to  it.  The  human  will  is  thus 
not  done  away  with ;  but  there  is  on  the  other  hand  a  certain 
interchange ;  it  is  the  will  of  the  divine  Logos,  just  as  the 
human  nature  without  being  done  away  with  has  nevertheless 
become  the  nature  of  the  divine  Logos.  The  Conciliar  epistle 
to  Agatho  extols  the  latter  as  an  imitator  of  the  prince  of  the 
Apostles  and  as  the  teacher  of  the  mystery  of  theology. 4  The 
Monothelites  who  had  been  condemned  by  the  Council  were  hand 
ed  over  to  him  to  be  further  dealt  with — an  unheard  of  act 
hitherto.  In  the  West  the  decrees  were  universally  accepted — in 
Spain  too,  where,  soon  after,  the  Augustinian  interpretation  of  the 
Chalcedonian  Creed  was  advanced  yet  a  stage  further  (as  we  see 

1    Fifteenth  Session,  Mansi  XL,  p.  602  sq. 

*    For  the  mode  in  which  this  "problem"  is  treated  by  Roman  theologians,  see 
Hefele  III.,  pp.  290 — 313. 

3  Mansi  XL,  p.  631   sq. 

4  Mansi  XL,  p.  658  sq. 
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in  Adoptianism).  In  the  East  again  the  adoption  of  Dyothelit- 
ism  which,  backed  up  by  the  authority  of  Rome  had  gained 
the  victory,  did  not  by  any  means  proceed  smoothly.  Not  only 
did  a  Monothelite  reaction  ensue,  which  was,  however,  definitely 
disposed  of1  in  the  year  713,  but  there  was,  above  all,  a  reaction 
against  the  penetration  of  the  Roman  spirit  into  the  East. 
This  which  began  with  the  second  Trullan  Council  in  692  was 
continued  in  the  age  of  the  iconoclastic  Emperors  and  of  Photius. 
Apart,  however,  from  the  controversy  about  the  "filioque" 
which  was  dragged  in  and  which  has  already  been  treated  of 
above  p.  126,  it  belongs  entirely  to  political  history,  or  to  that 
of  worship  and  discipline. 

It  is  incontrovertible  that  Rome  at  the  Fourth  and  Sixth 
Councils  permanently  gave  her  formula  to  the  East  and  that 
this  formula  admits  of  a  Graeco-Cyrillian  interpretation  only  by 
the  use  of  theological  artifice.  But  this  interpretation  had  been 
given  to  it  already  at  the  Fifth  Council  and  had  an  effect  on 
Rome  herself,  who  from  this  time  onward  had  to  tolerate  also 
the  ftlx  Qvuiq  TOV  ®sov  Xoyov  treffapxafAsvy — the  one  incarnate 
nature  of  the  divine  Logos. 2  This  circumstance  explains  on 
the  one  hand  the  strange  lack  of  vigour  shewn  by  the  Easterns 
in  combating  Dyothelitism,  and  on  the  other  hand  the  para 
doxical  fact  that  the  ablest  of  the  Eastern  theologians,  even  the 
Mystics,  supported  the  doctrine  of  the  two  wills.  But  in  order 
to  explain  the  action  of  the  Mystics  it  is  necessary  further  to 
point  to  the  fact  that  it  was  no  longer  possible  to  do  without 
the  scholastic  theology  of  the  neo-orthodox,  Leontius  and  Justi 
nian,  which  had  the  "duality"  as  its  presupposition,  and  in 
conjunction  with  Mysticism  presented  a  subject  for  endless 
speculations.  To  this  was  added  the  fact  that  the  Eucharist 
and  the  whole  system  of  worship,  already  satisfied  in  a  much 
more  certain  and  more  living  way  than  did  the  system  of 
dogma  which  had  become  purely  "sacred  antiquity",  the  feeling 
of  the  Church  as  to  what  was  of  direct  concern  and  of  supreme 

1  On  the  Maronites,  see  Kessler  in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.  IX.,  p.  346  ff. 

2  Why  in  accordance  with  this  the  use  of  the  formula  *tv  SeAypa  8exv$pix6v  was 
not    allowed    together    with    the    doctrine    of   the  two  wills,  is  a  point  that  is  not 
easily  understood.     It  was  owing  to  Romish  obstinacy. 
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importance  in  the  past — namely,  the  thought  of  deification.  This 
is  shewn  by  the  nature  of  the  discussions  in  the  Sixth  Council. 
The  impression  we  get  that  at  that  time  believing  thought,  in  the 
sense  of  a  direct  and  living  interest  in  the  spiritual  and  religious 
substance  of  the  Faith,  had  been  entirely  blighted,  very  strongly 
induces  us  to  look  for  the  life  of  this  Church  in  some  other 
sphere.  And  if  we  ask  where  we  are  to  look  for  it,  the  image- 
controversies  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  scholastic  investigations 
of  Johannes  Damascenus  on  the  other,  supply  the  answer.  The 
dogma  which  had  been  already  settled  at  the  Fifth  Council  and 
which  at  the  Sixth  Council  had  been  once  more  revived  and — 
not  without  danger — meddled  with,  embodied  itself  in  cultus 
and  science. 

The  Christological  propositions  which  are  worked  out  in  the 
Dogmatics  of  Johannes  Damascenus,  especially  in  the  third 
book,  are — even  according  to  Thomasius — stated  in  "what  is 
pretty  much  a  scholastic  form".  It  is  the  idea  of  distinction 
which  dominates  the  method  of  treatment.  Christ  did  not  assume 
human  nature  in  its  generic  form — for  John  as  an  Aristote 
lian  is  aware  that  the  genus  embraces  all  individuals — but 
neither  did  he  unite  himself  with  a  particular  man ;  on  the  con 
trary  he  assumed  the  human  nature  in  such  a  way  that  he 
individualised  what  he  assumed  and  what  is  not  a  part  but  the 
whole.  This  is  the  kind  of  cross  which  had  already  been 
recognised  by  Leontius,  which  has  no  hypostasis  of  its  own 
and  yet  is  not  without  it,  but  which  possessing  its  independent 
existence  in  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  is  enhypostatic.  Thus 
Christ  is  the  composite  hypostasis.  The  "centaur"  and  "satyr" 
against  which  Apollinaris  had  warned  the  Church,  have  thus 
not  been  avoided  The  hypostasis  belongs  to  both  natures  and 
yet  belongs  wholly  to  each  of  them.  But  the  divine  nature 
preponderates  very  considerably  (cf.  the  old  deceptive  analogy 
of  the  relation  between  soul  and  body  in  man,  III.,  7)  and  it 
has  been  correctly  remarked  that  with  Johannes  Damascenus 
the  Logos  is  at  one  time  the  hypostasis  and  then  again 
the  composite  being  of  Christ  as  something  between.  In  any 
case  the  humanity  is  in  no  way  considered  as  formally  entirely 
homogeneous  with  the  divinity.  This  is  shewn  too  in  the 


CHAI>.  in.]  JOHN   OF   DAMASCUS  265 


doctrine  of  the  interchange  ((Asra^ovriq),  appropriation,  exchange, 
(ohsianc,  avrtiovic}  of  the  peculiarities  of  the  two  natures, 
which  John  conceives  of  as  so  complete  that  he  speaks  of  a 
"  coinherence  or  circumincession  of  the  parts  with  one  another"  — 
iiq  &AA)}A#  rtiv  (tspuv  7rspi%upyTic.  The  flesh  has  actually  become 
God,  and  the  divinity  has  become  flesh  and  entered  into  a  state 
of  humiliation.  This  exchange  is  to  be  conceived  of  as  implying 
that  the  flesh  also  is  permitted  to  permeate  the  divinity,  but 
this  is  allowed  only  to  the  flesh  which  has  itself  first  been 
deified  ;  z>.,  it  is  not  the  actual  humanity  which  permeates  the 
divinity  ;  hence  the  Logos  too  remains  entirely  untouched  by  the 
sufferings.  Everything  is  accordingly  in  this  way  assigned  to  the 
two  wills  and  the  two  operations.  The  religious  point  of  view 
of  the  whole  system  is  that  of  Cyril,  but  this  point  of  view 
cannot  be  perfectly  realised  by  means  of  the  "duality"  already 
laid  down  in  the  dogma.  Just  for  this  reason  a  certain  amount 
of  room  is  left  for  the  human  nature  of  Christ  and  for  the 
work  of  the  philosophers.  That  is  why  the  Christology  of  Johannes 
Damascenus  has  become  classical.  ! 

1  It  is  characteristic  of  the  way  in  which  John  works  out  the  doctrine,  that 
his  arguments  throughout  are  based  on  passages  quoted  verbally  from  the  Fathers, 
though  the  names  of  the  authors  are  frequently  not  given.  A  mosaic  of  citations 
lies  at  the  basis  of  the  scholastic  distinctions  ;  Leontius  is  most  frequently  drawn 
upon,  but  he  is  never  mentioned  by  name.  John  is  also  dependent  to  a  very 
great  extent  on  Maximus.  How  scholasticism  has  stifled  theology  is  most  strikingly 
shewn  in  proposition  III.  3  (ed.  Lequien  1712,  I.,  p.  207)  :  «AA«  rot/re  s/rri  ra 
"TTotovv  TOIC,  xipSTiKolc;  T>}v  7rA«vv)v,  TO  TXVTO  heytiv  Tyv  fyiiffiv  XKI  Ttjv  V7rd<rrxffiv. 
I  imagine  that  as  late  as  the  fifth  century  any  theologian  who  would  have  drawn 
the  inference  of  heresy  in  this  fashion,  would  have  made  himself  ridiculous.  That 
was  the  achievement  of  the  neo-orthodox,  the  Aristotelians  from  Leontius  onwards. 
A  detailed  description  of  the  Christology  of  the  Damascene  belongs  to  the  history 
of  theology.  But  it  may  not  be  without  use  to  mention  the  topics  which  he  dealt 
with  here  :  III.  2  :  How  the  Word  was  conceived  and  concerning  his  divine  incarna 
tion.  3  :  Of  the  two  natures  in  opposition  to  the  Monophysites.  4  :  On  the  nature 
and  mode  of  the  antidosis.  5  :  On  the  number  of  the  natures  (6  xpiQpdi;  ov  Stxt- 
pea-eut;  X'ITIOS  TretpvKev,  p.  211).  6:  That  the  whole  divine  nature  in  one  of  its 
hypostases  united  itself  with  the  whole  human  nature  and  not  a  part  with  a  part. 
7:  On  the  one  composite  hypostasis  of  the  divine  Logos.  8:  Against  those  who 
say  that  the  natures  of  the  Lord  must  be  brought  under  the  category  either  of 
continuous  or  discrete  quantity.  9  :  An  answer  to  the  question  whether  there  is 
an  enhypostatic  nature  (here,  p.  218,  the  enhypostasis).  10:  On  the  Trishagion. 
1  1  :  Tre  pi  TVJJ  tv  e'iSei  xxi  ev  XTOIJ.U  Qstoipov/tivyt;  fyua-eui;  xxi  StxQopxt;,  ivufseaf  TS  xxi 
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irxpxtixreut;  xxi  VUG  exxtyirreov,  TJJV  (J.IXY  fyvtriv  TOV  ®eov  hoyov  trsa-xpxu^ev^v  (one 
of  the  main  chapters  from  the  scholastic  point  of  view).  12:  On  Qeoroxoi;  as  against 
the  Nestorians.  13:  On  the  properties  of  the  two  natures.  14:  On  the  wills  and 
the  etlretoiHTix  of  Christ  (the  fullest  chapter  together  with  15  :  On  the  energies 
which  are  in  Christ).  16:  Against  those  who  say:  as  man  has  two  natures  and 
two  energies,  so  we  must  attribute  to  Christ  three  natures  and  the  same  number 
of  energies— a  very  ticklish  problem.  17:  On  the  deification  of  the  nature  of  the 
flesh  of  the  Lord  and  of  His  will.  (As  is  the  case  throughout  the  discussion  here 
starts  from  the  contradictio  in  adjecto  and  conceals  it  under  distinctions :  the  flesh 
has  become  divine,  but  in  the  process  has  undergone  neither  a  /^£T«/3oA^,  nor 
rpoirj  nor  «AAc/W<e  nor  a-vyxvni; ;  it  has  been  deified  xxrh  TJJV  xx$*  vTroffrxcriv 
otxovoptxiiv  evcaa-iv  or  *KTX  TJJV  ev  xAhyhxii;  TWV  tyvirtuv  7rept%(apiiiriv.  The  old 
image  of  the  glowing  iron).  18  :  Once  more  regarding  the  wills,  the  xursZovo-ix, 
the  double-understanding,  the  double-gnosis,  the  double-wisdom  of  Christ.  19:  On 
the  tvepyetx  QexvSptxj.  20  :  Of  the  natural  and  blameless  feelings  (Christ  possessed 
them,  but  the  number  of  them  given  is  very  limited).  21 :  Of  the  ignorance  and 
servitude  of  Christ  (because  of  the  hypostatic  union  neither  ignorance  nor  servitude 
can  be  attributed  to  Christ  relatively  to  God).  22  :  On  the  Kpoxoiry  in  Christ  (as 
a  matter  of  fact  the  idea  of  vpoxoTry  is  plainly  rejected:  the  "increase  in  wisdom" 
is  explained :  Stx  r%$  xv^irewi;  TJ??  yhixixi;  ryv  kvv7rxp%ovirxv  xlrSi  <roQiixv  sit; 
tyxvepuo-iv  xytav.  This  is  genuine  docetic  Monophysitism ;  to  this  it  is  added  that 
"  he  makes  man's  advance  in  wisdom  and  grace  his  own  advance."  John  is 
here  in  the  most  patent  perplexity).  23:  Of  fear  (the  fear  which  Christ  had  and 
which  he  did  not  have.  He  had  natural  fear  u  voluntarily ").  24:  Of  the  Lord's 
praying  (He  prayed,  not  because  there  was  any  need  for  Him  to  do  it,  but  because 
He  occupied  our  place,  represented  what  was  ours  in  Himself,  and  was  a  pattern. 
Thus  the  prayer  in  Matt.  XXVI.  39  was  meant  merely  to  convey  a  lesson;  Christ 
wished  at  the  same  time  to  shew  by  it  that  He  had  two  natures  and  two  natural 
but  not  mutually  opposed  wills— this  is  just  the  explanation  formerly  given  by 
Clemens  Alex,  when  he  stated  that  Christ,  whom  he  himself  conceived  of  in  a  docetic 
fashion,  voluntarily  did  what  was  human,  in  order  to  refute  the  Docetae.  Christ 
spoke  the  words  in  Matt.  XXVII.  46  purely  as  our  representative).  25  :  On  the 
oixeiw/rit;  (this  chapter  too  begins,  like  most  of  them,  with  the  distinction,  that  there 
are  two  forms  of  assumption,  the  Q>v<Ti)tvi  and  Trpoa-wTrtxy  or  tr%eTtxy.  Christ 
assumed  our  nature  Qva-ixuc,  but  also  erxenxuc;,  i.e.,  took  our  place  by  way  of 
sympathy  or  compassion,  took  part  in  our  forlorn  condition  and  our  curse  and 
"  in  our  place  uttered  words  which  do  not  suit  His  own  case ").  26  :  Of  the  suf 
ferings  of  the  body  of  the  Lord  and  of  the  absence  of  feeling  in  His  godhead. 
27  :  That  the  divinity  of  the  Word  was  not  separated  from  the  soul  and  the  body 
even  in  death,  and  continued  to  be  an  hypostasis.  28:  Of  the  corruption  and  decay 
(as  against  Julian  and  Gajan;  but  here  again  a  distinction  is  drawn  between  two 
kinds  of  Q>8opx).  29  :  Of  the  descent  into  Hades.  The  contents  even  of  the  Fourth 
Book  are  still  Christological,  but  this  may  be  due  to  an  oversight.  One  may 
admire  the  energy  and  formal  dexterity  of  Johannes,  but  still  what  we  have  is 
merely  one  and  the  same  method  of  distinction,  which,  once  discovered,  can  be 
easily  and  mechanically  employed,  as  the  application  of  a  new  chemical  method 
to  an  indefinite  number  of  substances.  Even  this  brief  synopsis  will,  however,  have 
brought  out  one  thing,  if  it  was  still  necessary  that  this  should  be  done — namely, 
that  in  Greek  Dogmatics  in  their  religions  aspect  Apollinaris  had  triumphed.  The 
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moderate  docetism  which  the  latter  expressed  in  a  plain,  bold  and  frank  way  forms  the 
basis  of  the  orthodox  idea  of  Christ,  though  it  is  indeed  concealed  under  all  sorts 
of  formulas.  As  regards  these,  orthodoxy  approaches  much  nearer  to  the  Antiochians 
than  to  Apollinaris  ;  but  as  regards  the  matter  of  the  doctrine,  all  that  was  preserved 
of  the  Antiochian  doctrine  was  the  statement  that  Christ  had  a  real  and  perfect 
human  nature.  This  statement  came  to  have  a  great  importance  for  the  future, 
not  of  the  East,  but  of  the  West;  but,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  it  helped  to  preserve 
the  Byzantine  Church  too  from  getting  into  that  condition  of  desolation  into  which 
the  Monophysite  Churches  got,  though  it  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  the  latter  other 
causes  were  at  work. 


C.     THE  ENJOYMENT  OF  REDEMPTION  IN 
THE  PRESENT. 

CHAPTER    IV. 

THE   MYSTERIES   AND   KINDRED    SUBJECTS. 

THERE  is  an  old  story  of  a  man  who  was  in  a  condition  of 
ignorance,  dirt,  and  wretchedness  and  who  was  one  day  told 
by  God  that  he  might  wish  for  anything  he  liked  and  that  his 
wish  would  be  granted.  And  he  began  to  wish  for  more  and 
more  and  to  get  higher  and  higher,  and  he  got  all  he  wanted. 
At  last  he  got  presumptuous  and  wished  he  might  become  like 
God  Himself,  when  at  once  he  was  back  again  in  his  dirt  and 
wretchedness.  The  history  of  religion  is  such  a  story;  but  it 
is  in  the  history  of  the  religion  of  the  Greeks  and  the  Easterns 
that  it  came  true  in  the  strictest  sense.  They  first  wished  to 
have  material  goods  by  means  of  religion,  then  political,  aesthetic, 
moral,  and  intellectual  goods,  and  they  got  everything.  They 
became  Christians  and  desired  perfect  knowledge  and  a  supra- 
moral  life.  Finally  they  wished  even  in  this  world  to  be  as 
God  in  knowledge,  bliss,  and  life,  and  then  they  fell  down,  not 
all  at  once,  but  with  a  fall  that  could  not  be  stopped,  to  the 
lowest  stage  in  ignorance,  dirt,  and  barbarity.  Any  one  who 
at  the  present  day  studies  the  condition  of  Greek  religion 
amongst  the  orthodox  and  the  Monophysites,  and  not  merely 
the  religion  of  the  untrained  masses,  but  also  the  ritual  of  wor 
ship  and  the  magical  ceremonies  practised  by  the  ordinary  priests 
and  monks  and  their  ideas  of  things,  will  with  regard  to  many 
points  get  the  impression  that  religion  could  hardly  fall  lower. l 

1    That    an   honest   and  genuine  faith  can  live  and  does  live  within  these  husks 
is  not  to  be  denied. 
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It  has  really  become  "superstitio  ",  a  chaos  of  mixed  and  entirely 
diverse  but  at  the  same  time  rigidly  fixed  maxims  and  formulae, 
an  unintelligible  and  long-winded  ritual  of  a  patchwork  kind, 
which  is  held  in  high  esteem,  because  it  binds  the  nation  or 
the  tribe  together  or  unites  it  to  the  past,  but  which  is  still  a 
really  living  ritual  only  in  its  most  inferior  parts. '  If  we  were 
to  imagine  that  we  knew  nothing,  absolutely  nothing,  of  Christi 
anity  in  its  original  form  and  of  its  history  in  the  first  six 
centuries,  and  had  to  determine  the  genesis,  the  earlier  stages, 
and  the  value  of  the  original  religion  from  a  consideration  of 
the  present  condition,  say,  of  the  Jacobite  or  of  the  Ethiopian 
Church,  how  utterly  impossible  this  would  be.3  What  we  have 
here  is  a  forbidding  and  well-nigh  dead  figure  of  which  only 
some  members  and  these  not  the  principal  members  are  still 
living,  whose  nobler  parts  are  so  crusted  over  that  so  far  as 
their  essence  is  concerned  they  defy  any  historical  explanation. 3 
Islam  which  swept  violently  over  Christianity  in  this  form  was 
a  real  deliverer;  for  spite  of  its  defects  and  barrenness  it  was 
a  more  spiritual  power  than  the  Christian  religion  which  in  the 
East  had  well-nigh  become  a  religion  of  the  amulet,  the  fetish, 
and  conjurers,  above  which  floats  the  dogmatic  spectre,  Jesus 
Christ. 4 

1  Even  in  these,  as  experience  teaches  us,  religion  may  still  continue  to  live 
for  some.  Thus  the  symbol  and  cult  of  the  Cross  in  the  Greek  Church  keeps 
alive  a  feeling  of  the  holiness  of  the  suffering  of  the  righteous  one  and  a  reverence 
for  greatness  in  humility. 

"  This  impossibility  may  serve  as  a  warning  to  us  in  regard  to  the  interpreta 
tion  of  other  religions,  of  their  mythologies  and  ritual  formularies.  We  know 
most  religions  only  in  the  form  of  "superstitio",  i.e.,  in  the  form  in  which  they 
have  come  down  to  us  they  are  for  the  most  part  already  in  an  entirely  degenerate 
state,  or  have  become  petrified.  Who  therefore  would  make  bold  to  set  about 
explaining  these  forms  in  the  absence  of  all  knowledge  of  the  previous  stages  ?  It 
is  an  audacious  undertaking. 

3  This    judgment    must    stand    although    much    that    is    ancient,    genuine,    and 
edifying  is  contained  in  the  prayers  and  hymns  of  the  liturgies  of  all  the  peoples 
belonging    to    the    Greek    Church.     But  it  has  become  a  formula  and  as  a  rule  is 
not  understood  by  the  people.     In  this  respect  the  orthodox  churches  are  in  a  more 
favourable    position,    and    much    is    now  being  done  in  order  to  make  the  liturgy 
more  intelligible. 

4  See  Fallmerayer,  Fragmente  aus  dem  Orient,  1877,  further  the  descriptions  of 
the    Easter    festivals    kept    by    the    different    ecclesiastical  parties  in  Jerusalem  and 
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Many  factors  contributed  to  this  final  result,  and  above  all, 
the  stern  march  of  political  history  and  the  economic  distress. 
Closely  connected  with  this  was  the  abolition  of  the  old  distinc 
tions  between  aristocrats,  freemen,  and  slaves,  and  following  upon 
this  the  penetration  into  the  higher  ranks  of  the  religious  and 
intellectual  barbarism  which  had  never  been  overcome  in  the 
lower  ranks.  Christianity  itself  contributed  in  the  most  effective 
fashion  towards  the  decomposition  of  society ;  but  having  done 
this,  it  was  not  able  to  elevate  the  masses  and  to  build  up  a 
Christian  Society  in  the  most  moderate  sense  of  the  word,  on 
the  contrary  it  made  one  concession  after  another  to  the  require 
ments  and  wishes  of  the  masses.  The  fact,  however,  that  it 
thus  soon  became  weak  and  allowed  the  "  Christian  religion  of 
the  second  order"  which  originally  had  been  merely  tolerated, 
to  exercise  an  ever  increasing  influence  on  the  official  religion, 
is  to  be  explained  from  the  attitude  which  the  latter  itself  had 
more  and  more  come  to  take  up. 

The  general  idea  of  redemption  which  prevailed  in  the  Greek 
Church  had  an  eschatological  character;  redemption  is  deliver 
ance  from  perishableness  and  death.  But  in  Vol.  III.,  pp.  163 — 190, 
attention  was  drawn  to  the  fact  that  at  all  periods  of  its  history 
the  Greek  Church  was  aware  of  possessing  a  means  of  salvation 
which  already  exists  in  the  present  and  had  its  origin  in  the 
same  source  from  which  future  redemption  flows — namely,  the 
incarnate  person  of  Jesus  Christ.  The  conception  of  this  present 
means  of  salvation  was  originally  of  a  spiritual  kind ;  the  know 
ledge  of  God  and  of  the  world,  the  perfect  knowledge  of  the 
conditions  attached  to  the  future  enjoyment  of  salvation,  and 
the  power  of  doing  good  works,  in  short  ''teaching  of  dogmas 
and  good  works"  ([A»Qvi(j,ct  r&v  doyf&etTav  KX}  irpa%ei$  xyotQal) 
(Cyril  of  Jerus.),  and  in  addition  power  over  the  demons  (Atha- 
nasius).  True,  however,  to  the  general  mode  of  conceiving 
things  and  also  to  the  heathen  philosophies  of  religion  of  that 
period,  this  knowledge  in  reference  to  divine  things  soon  came 

their  image  worship.  By  the  Mohammedans  too  the  Christian  priest  is  frequently 
regarded  as  a  conjurer  and  when  they  happen  to  be  living  in  the  same  place  with 
Christians,  and  are  in  dire  distress,  they  visit  the  holy  places  and  have  recourse 
to  the  miracle-working  reliques  and  images. 
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to  be  regarded  not  as  in  its  nature  a  clear  knowledge,  or  as 
having  an  historical  origin,  or  as  in  its  working  something  to 
be  spiritually  apprehended,  but  on  the  contrary  as  a  sophia  or 
wisdom,  which  being  only  half  comprehensible  and  mysterious, 
originates  directly  with  God  and  is  communicated  by  sacred 
initiation.  *  The  uncertainty  which  in  consequence  seemed  to 
attach  to  the  content  of  this  knowledge  was  more  than  counter 
balanced  by  the  consciousness  that  the  knowledge  so  acquired 
and  communicated,  establishes  a  fellowship  amongst  those 
possessed  of  it  and  leads  to  real  union  with  God  and  is  thus 
not  merely  individual  reflection. 

This  magical- mystical  element  which  attaches  to  knowledge 
as  the  present  possession  of  salvation,  is  certainly  also  to  be 
considered  as  a  clumsy  expression  of  the  view  that  the  sum- 
mum  bonum  is  higher  than  all  reason. 2  But  the  truth  which 
the  Eastern  Christians  wished  to  grasp  and  to  retain,  was  not 
securely  established  by  mystical  rationalism.  The  combination, 
however,  of  the  natural  theology  which  had  never  been  given 
up  with  mysticism, 3  with  the  magical  and  sacramental,  entailed 
above  all  this  serious  loss  that  less  and  less  attention  was 
given  to  the  positive  moral  element,  while  the  downfall  of  pure 
science  made  it  possible  for  the  theologians  to  take  up  with  all 
sorts  of  superstition.  It  was  not  that  the  superstitio  of  the 
masses  was  simply  forced  upon  them ;  in  their  own  theology 
they  endeavoured  in  ever  increasing  measure  to  reach  a  trans 
cendental  knowledge  which  could  be  enjoyed,  as  it  were,  in  a 
sensuous  way.  Like  their  blood-relations  the  Neo-Platonists,  they 
were  originally  over-excited,  and  their  minds  became  dulled, 
and  thus  they  required  a  stronger  and  stronger  stimulant.  The 
most  refined  longing  for  the  enjoyment  of  faith  and  knowledge 
was  finally  changed  into  barbarity.  They  wished  to  fill  them 
selves  with  the  holy  and  the  divine  as  one  fills  oneself  with 

1  The  beginnings  of  this  transformation  are,  it  is  true,  to  be  found  far  back 
in  the  past.  We  can  already  trace  them  in  Justin,  and  perhaps  in  fact  even  in 
the  Apostolic  Age  missionaries  like  Apollos  regarded  religion  in  this  way. 

-    See  Vol.  I.,  p.   in,  Vol.  II.,  p.  349,  n.  2. 

3  See  Vol.  III.,  p.  253,  and  p.  272  f.  Mysticism  as  a  rule  is  rationalism  worked 
out  in  a  fantastic  way,  and  rationalism  is  a  faded  mysticism. 
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some  particular  kind  of  food.  In  accordance  with  this  the 
dogma,  the  (AKdyeic,  was  embodied  in  material  forms  and 
changed  into  a  means  of  enjoyment — the  end  of  this  was  the 
magic  of  mysteries,  which  swallows  up  everything,  the  sacred 
images,  the  sacred  ritual.  Christianity  is  no  longer  ftxOyrn;  and 
Trp&^eit;  dy&Qati,  it  is  (A»Qy<ri$  and  (AUffrxyuyia,  or  rather  for  the 
great  majority  it  was  to  be  only  (*uaT#yuyia.  The  image-con 
troversy  shews  us  where  the  supreme  interests  of  the  Church 
are  to  be  looked  for. 

The  development  of  what  belongs  to  the  sphere  of  mysteries 
and  of  cultus  from  the  time  of  Origen  to  the  ninth  century 
does  not  form  part  of  the  History  of  Dogma.  Together  with 
the  conceptions  of  baptism,  the  Lord's  Supper,  sacraments,  and 
images  it  constitutes  a  history  by  itself,  a  history  which  has 
never  yet  been  written,  '  and  which  runs  parallel  with  the 
History  of  Dogma.  In  the  Greek  Church  there  was  no  "dogma" 
of  the  Lord's  Supper  any  more  than  there  was  a  "dogma"  of 
grace.  And  quite  as  little  was  there  up  to  the  time  of  the 
image-controversy  a  "dogma"  of  the  saints,  angels,  and  im 
ages  ;  it  was  the  Qeordxcs  only  that  was  found  in  the  Catechism. 
But  ritual  was  practised  here  with  all  the  more  certainty.  There 
was  a  holy  ritual ;  it  was  already  firmly  established  in  the  days 
of  Athanasius  when  the  State  united  with  the  Church,  and  it 
was  closely  followed  by  a  mystagogic  theology.  This  mysta- 
gogic  theology  starting  from  a  fixed  point  moved  with  the 
greatest  freedom  in  the  direction  of  a  definitely  recognised  goal. 

The  fixed  starting-point  it  had  in  common  with  dogma.  It 
was  the  idea  that  Christianity  is  the  religion  which  has  made 
the  Divine  comprehensible  and  offers  it  to  us  to  be  possessed 
and  enjoyed.  The  definitely  recognised  goal  was  the  establish 
ment  of  a  system  of  divine  economy  of  a  strictly  complete  kind 
as  regards  time  and  place,  the  factors  of  which  it  was  com 
posed  and  the  means  it  employed,  and  which,  while  existing  in 
the  midst  of  what  is  earthly,  allows  the  initiated  by  the  help 

1  The  best  treatment  of  the  subject  is  in  von  Zezschwitz,  System  der  KirchL 
Katechetik,  Vol.  I.;  see  also  his  article  "Liturgie"  in  Herzog's  R.-Encyckl.,  2nd 
ed.,  and  cf.  the  investigations  of  the  disciplina  arcana  by  Rothe,  Th.  Harnack 
and  Bonwetsch. 
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of  sensuous  media  to  enjoy  the  divine  life.  Those  who  above 
all  developed  this  system  did  so  with  a  certain  reservation — it 
was  not  absolutely  necessary.  He  who  has  speculation  and 
ascetic  discipline  has  in  these  as  a  personal  possession,  means 
which  render  it  unnecessary  for  him  to  go  in  quest  of  sensuous 
signs  and  initiation  in  common.  This  was  the  view  of  Clemens 
and  Origen,  and  after  them  the  same  opinion  was  expressed  by 
the  most  important  mystagogues  of  the  earlier  period,  that  is, 
by  all  those  who  created  mystagogy ;  for  no  one  creates  anything 
without  having  the  consciousness  of  being  above  his  creation. 
But  the  Epigoni  receive  everything  which  has  come  to  be  what 
it  is  under  the  form  of  authority,  and  accordingly  it  becomes 
more  and  more  impossible  for  them  to  distinguish  between  end 
and  means,  actual  things  and  their  substitutes,  between  what 
occupies  a  ruling  place  and  what  is  subordinate.  The  spiritu 
alism  which,  partly  in  self-protection  and  partly  following  its 
craving  for  fantastic  creations  and  sensuous  pictures,  creates 
for  itself  in  the  earthly  sphere  a  new  world  which  it  fills 
with  its  own  ideas,  is  at  the  last  menaced  and  crushed 
by  its  own  creations.  But  then  the  spirit  which  has  been 
artificially  enclosed  in  it  vanishes  too,  and  there  is  nothing 
but  a  dead,  inert  remainder.  On  it  accordingly  that  veneration 
is  ever  more  and  more  bestowed  which  formerly  was  supposed 
to  belong  to  the  spirit  which  had  been  confined  within  the 
matter.  Herewith  polytheism  in  the  full  sense  of  the  word  is 
once  more  established,  it  matters  not  what  form  dogmatics  may 
take.  Religion  has  lost  touch  with  spiritual  truth.  When  for  it 
a  definite  space  is  sacred — in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word, — 
and  in  the  same  way  a  definite  place,  definite  vehicles,  bread, 
wine,  images,  crosses,  amulets,  clothes,  when  it  connects  the 
presence  of  the  Holy  with  definite  persons,  vessels,  ceremonies, 
in  short  with  the  exact  carrying  out  of  a  carefully  prescribed 
ritual,  then  though  this  ritual  may  have  the  form  it  always  had 
and  may  even  include  in  it  the  most  sublime  and  exalted 
thoughts,  it  is  played  out  as  spiritual  religion  and  has  fallen 
back  to  a  low  level.  But  this  was  the  final  fate  of  the  religion 
of  the  Greeks,  which  adorns  itself  with  the  name  "Christian". 
The  private  religion  of  thousands  of  its  adherents,  measured  by 
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the  Gospel  or  the  Christianity  of  Justin  may  be  genuinely 
Christian, — the  religio  publica  has  only  the  incontestable  right  to 
the  Christian  name, — and  in  possessing  the  Holy  Scriptures  it 
has  what  cannot  be  lost,  the  capability  of  reforming  itself.  Its 
fundamental  dogma,  which  in  the  end  determined  its  entire 
practice,  namely,  that  the  God-man  Jesus  Christ  deified  the 
human  substance  and  in  accordance  with  this  attached  a  system 
of  divine  forces  to  earthly  media,  did  not  enable  it  to  over 
come  the  old  polytheism  of  the  Greeks  and  barbarians,  but  on 
the  contrary  rendered  it  incapable  of  resisting  this. 

This  is  not  the  place  to  discuss  the  question  as  to  the  ex 
tent  to  which  religion  succumbed  to  it  and  the  consequences 
of  this,  nor  as  to  the  influence  exercised  by  the  Neo-Platonic 
ecclesiastical  science  and  by  the  ancient  religions  and  mysteries 
respectively.  All  we  can  aim  at  doing  is  to  establish  the  fact 
that  the  f&uaTaywyla  which  the  (&dt$vivi$  had  in  view,  gradually 
brought  about  the  decay  of  the  latter.  It  is  only  now  that  we 
are  able  perfectly  to  understand  why  such  a  determined  resist 
ance  was  made  in  the  Greek  Church  to  all  fresh  attempts  to 
give  dogma  a  fixed  form,  a  resistance  which  could  be  overcome 
only  by  the  most  strenuous  efforts.  It  was  not  only  the  tradi 
tionalism  native  to  all  religions  which  thus  offered  resistance,  but 
the  interests  bound  up  with  the  ritualistic  treatment  of  dogma 
and  to  which  serious  injury  was  done  by  the  construction  of 
new  formulae.  If  the  practical  significance  of  dogma  lay  not 
only  in  the  fact  that  salvation  was  attained  hereafter  on  the 
basis  of  this  Faith,  but  also  in  the  fact  that  on  the  basis  of 
this  Faith  Christians  were  already  initiated  in  this  world, — in 
worship, — into  fellowship  with  the  Godhead  and  were  able  to 
enjoy  the  divine,  it  was  necessary  that  the  expression  of  this 
truth  should  be  raised  above  all  possibility  of  change.  The 
liturgical  formula  which  is  constantly  repeated,  is  what  can  least 
of  all  stand  being  altered.  Accordingly  it  is  only  when  we 
consider  how  dogmatic  controversies  have  necessarily  always 
been  controversies  about  words  which  demanded  admission 
into  the  liturgy,  as  was  the  case  with  the  foreign  Nicene  catch 
words,  the  Qsordxot;,  the  theopaschitian  formula  etc.,  and  finally  the 
"filioque",  that  we  can  understand  the  suspicion  which  they 
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necessarily  roused.  We  can  still  see  in  fact  from  the  state  of 
things  in  our  own  churches  at  the  present  time  how  such  a 
liturgy  or  such  a  book  of  praise  which  in  no  way  corresponds 
to  the  creed,  causes  no  difficulty,  while  even  the  best  inno 
vation  has  a  most  disturbing  effect.  The  value  of  the  ritual  of 
worship  lies  always  in  its  antiquity,  not  in  its  dogmatic  correct 
ness.  Thus  the  (AV7T»yu<yi»  which  rested  on  the  fundamental 
thoughts  of  the  ftaQycn*;,  and  which  in  fact  issued  from  it,  was 
the  stoutest  opponent  of  a  doctrina  publica  which  was  advanc 
ing  to  greater  precision  of  statement.  In  the  end  it  actually 
reduced  it  to  silence.  In  the  controversy  of  Photius  with  Rome 
in  reference  to  the  Holy  Spirit  the  charge  brought  against  the 
West  of  having  altered  the  wording  of  the  Creed  was  urged 
quite  as  strongly  as  the  charge  of  having  tampered  with  the 
doctrine.  One  may  in  fact  say  that  the  Greeks  regarded  the 
former  as  worse  than  the  latter.  This  is  the  most  telling  proof 
of  the  fact  that  the  daughter  became  more  powerful  than  the 
mother,  that  the  {UHrrotyuylat  had  come  to  occupy  a  place  of 
central  importance.  This,  however,  took  place  long  before  the  days 
of  Photius.  The  dogmatic  controversies  of  the  seventh  century 
are  in  truth  only  a  kind  of  echo  of  no  importance,  which  merely 
gave  dogma  the  illusory  appearance  of  an  independent  life. 
The  nature  of  the  controversy  makes  it  evident  to  any  one 
who  looks  at  the  matter  more  closely,  that  the  dogma  had 
already  become  a  petrifaction  and  that  the  kindred  ideas  of 
antiquity  and  of  the  stability  of  worship  already  dominated 
everything.  It  is  the  age  of  Justinian  which  brings  the  independ 
ent  dogmatic  development  to  an  end.  At  that  time  the  liturgy 
too  received  what  was  practically  its  final  revision.  The  final 
completion  of  dogma  ensued  under  the  guidance  of  scholasti 
cism  which  now  established  itself  in  the  Church.  Mystagogic 
theology,  which  now  first  began  to  spread  widely,  followed  the 
completed  liturgy.  In  this  connection  we  may  mention  Leontius 
on  the  one  side  and  Maximus  Confessor  who  belonged  to  the 
seventh  century  on  the  other.  Dogma  as  treated  in  the  scholas 
tic  and  ritualistic  fashion  is  no  longer  patQvitnt;  at  all,  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  word.  It  is,  like  the  Eucharist  or  the 
•"authentic"  image,  a  divine  marvel,  a  paradoxical,  sacred 
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datum,  1  which  scholasticism  labours  to  elevate  to  being 

and    which    mysteriosophy    exhibits  in  worship  as  something  to 

be  enjoyed. 

We  might  content  ourselves  with  these  hints  regarding  the 
fate  of  dogma.  It  will,  however,  be  proper  to  select  two  sub 
jects  from  the  rich  and  complicated  material  of  the  history  of 
worship  and  the  mysteries  and  by  means  of  them  to  give  a 
somewhat  more  precise  outline  of  the  course  of  development. 
These  are  the  ideas  of  the  Lord's  Supper  in  connection  with 
which  we  have  to  pay  attention  to  the  mysteries  in  general, 
and  the  worship  of  angels,  saints,  the  Virgin  Mary,  martyrs, 
relics,  and  images.  As  regards  the  latter,  the  action  ensued 
in  the  eighth  and  ninth  centuries  which  brings  to  an  end  the 
history  of  dogma  or  the  history  of  religion  in  the  Eastern 
Church  generally.  From  this  date  onwards  it  has  had  merely 
an  outward  history,  a  history  of  theology,  of  mysticism,  and 
ritualism. 


At  the  beginning  of  the  Fourth  Century  the  Church  already 
possessed  a  large  series  of  "mysteries"  whose  number  and 
limits  were,  however,  not  in  any  way  certainly  defined.  2  They 
are  rsterixi,  mystic  rites,  which  are  based  on  hoyiot.  roit  ®SOL>, 
words  of  God;  amongst  these  Baptism,  together  with  the  prac 
tice  of  anointing  which  was  closely  connected  with  it,  and 
the  Lord's  Supper,  3  were  the  most  highly  esteemed  ;  while 

1  The  description  of  the  doctrine,  i.e.,  the  Jides  qute  crediting  as  pvtrriiptov 
(sacrament),  dated  back  to  ancient  times,  hence  too  the  practice  of  keeping  the 
Creed  secret. 

"  See  Kattenhusch,  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  393  ff.  "  The  mysteries  represent  by  their 
form  the  dogma"...  "It  is  in  this  connection  too  that  the  comparison  of  the 
details  in  the  Liturgy  with  the  life  of  Jesus  as  known  to  us  from  the  Gospel  and 
for  which  Sophronius  of  Jerusalem  had  already  prepared  the  way,  first  appears  in 
the  true  light.  The  arrangement  of  the  Liturgy  represents  the  history  of  the 
Incarnation.  In  this  way  the  whole  form  of  the  Liturgy  came  to  share  in  the 
value  attached  to  the  dogma.  Only  he  who  acknowledges  the  orthodox  Liturgy  is 
a  Chalcedonian." 

3  There  are  many  passages  which  prove  how  closely  Baptism  and  the  Lord's 
Supper  were  linked  together,  and  regarded  as  the  chief  mysteries.  What  Augustine 
de  pecc.  mer.  et  remiss,  remarks  (24,  34)  can  hardly  be  held  to  apply  only  to  the 
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from  them  a  part  of  the  other  mysteries  had  also  been 
developed.  Symbolic  acts,  originally  intended  to  accompany 
these  mysteries,  got  detached  and  became  independent.  It 
was  in  this  way  that  Confirmation  originated l  which  is  already 
reckoned  by  Cyprian  as  a  special  "  Sacramentum",  which 
Augustine  designates2  a  "Sacramentum  Chrismatis",  and 
which  is  called  by  the  Areopagite  a  "  mystery  of  the  mys 
tic  oil"  ([twjT-/ipiov  TfAfTJ?^  ftvpou}.  Augustine  too  knows  of  a 
"  Sacramentum  Salis "  as  well  as  many  others, 3  and  the  Areo 
pagite  makes  special  mention  of  six  mysteries :  of  enlightenment 
{$0T/V|Ct#T0$},  of  coming  together  or  communion  (TUVX^SUC  sir" 
cvv  %oivuvi»<;),  of  the  mystic  oil  (rsXsr^q  ftvpov),  of  priestly  conse 
crations  (hpxTix&y  Tsteiurfuv),  of  monastic  consecration  (ftcvx%ix>j<; 
),  and  the  mysteries  in  reference  to  the  holy  dead 
fV)  TUV  ispuc  KSKQipyfiwuv}. 4  This  enumeration  is  not, 
however,  in  any  way  typical,  and  its  author  can  hardly  have 
intended  it  to  be  taken  as  absolutely  complete.  "  Mysterium " 
is  every  symbol,  any  material  thing,  in  connection  with  which 
anything  sacred  is  to  be  thought  of,  every  action  done  in  the 
Church,  every  priestly  performance. 5  These  mysteries  corre 
spond  to  the  heavenly  mysteries  which  have  their  source  in  the 

Punic  Christians.  "  Optima  Punici  Christiani  baptismum  ipsum  nihil  aliud  quam 
*  salutem '  et  sacramentum  corporis  Christi  nihil  aliud  quam  '  vitam '  vocant,  unde 
nisi  ex  antiqua,  ut  existimo,  et  apostolica  traditione"  etc.  It  was  chiefly  through 
the  Lord's  Supper  that  the  element  of  mysteries  found  an  entrance  into  the  religion 
of  spirit  and  truth.  This  way  of  treating  the  elements  used  in  it,  which  are  never 
theless  expressly  described  as  symbols,  supplied  the  point  of  departure  for  the 
development  of  the  greatest  importance. 

1  Cypr.  ep.  72.  i.  We  find  it  first  amongst  the  Gnostics  alongside  of  Baptism 
and  the  Lord's  Supper;  see  Excerpta  ex  Theodoto,  the  Coptic-gnostic  writings  and 
the  ritual  of  the  Marcianites.  Cf.  on  this  sacrament  Schwane,  Dogmengesch.  II., 
p.  968  ff. 

"    C.  litt.  Petiliani  II.,  c.   104,  239. 

3  De  pecc.  merit.  II.,  42. 

4  See  de  eccles.  hierarch.  2 — 7.     To  the  author  the  most  of  these  mysteries  are 
not  separate  mysteries,  but  represent  a  whole  series  of  different  mysteries.    The  last 
mentioned  has  nothing  to  do  with  extreme  unction,  but  designates  certain  practices 
in  connection  with  the  treatment  of  the  corpse. 

5  The    "aliud    videtur,    aliud    intellegitur "  (Augustine)  is  the  best  definition  of 
the  sacrament  or  mystery. 
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Trinity  and  in  the  Incarnation.  '  As  every  fact  of  revelation 
is  a  mysterium  in  so  far  as  the  divine  has  through  it  entered 
into  the  sphere  of  the  material,  so  conversely  every  material 
medium,  and  thus  too  the  word  or  the  action,  is  a  mysterium 
as  soon  as  the  material  is  a  symbol  or  vehicle  of  the  divine. 
But  even  in  the  earliest  times  no  strict  distinction  was  made 
between  symbol  and  vehicle.  The  development  consists  in  this 
that  the  symbol  more  and  more  retreated  behind  the  vehicle, 
that  new  heathen  symbols  and  ritual  actions  were  adopted  in 
increasing  numbers  and  that  finally  the  vehicle  was  no  longer 
conceived  of  as  a  covering  for  or  outward  embodiment  of  a 
truth,  but  as  a  deified  element,  as  something  essentially  divine. '* 
It  is  obvious  that  this  way  of  regarding  the  "  mysteries ", 
amongst  which  the  sign  of  the  cross,  relics,  exorcism,  marriage,  etc., 
were  reckoned,  made  it  impossible  to  think  of  them  as  having 
a  marked  and  lofty  dogmatic  efficacy.  The  rigid  dogmatic  even  for 
bade  such  an  assumption.  As  Greek  theology  regards  the  Church 
as  an  institute  for  salvation  only  when  it  is  thinking  of  heathen 
and  lapsed  members  or  members  who  are  minors,  because  the 
doctrine  of  freedom  and  redemption  does  not  allow  of  the 
thought  of  a  saving  institute  or  of  a  community  of  believers 
chosen  by  God,  in  the  same  way  and  for  the  same  reasons  it 
knows  nothing  of  a  means  of  grace  for  those  who  are  already 
believers,  so  far  as  by  this  is  meant  the  sin-destroying,  recon- 
ciliatory  activity  of  God  attached  to  a  material  sign  and  always 
strictly  limited  in  its  range,  and  which  has  for  its  object  the 
re-establishment  of  justice  and  charity  or  of  the  filial  relation. 
The  ancient  Church  knew  nothing  of  such  means  of  grace. 
Accordingly  since  it  desired  to  have  mysteries,  believed  it 
possessed  them  in  actions  which  had  been  handed  down,  and 
was  strongly  influenced  by  the  dying  heathen  cultus,  it  had 

1  The    orthodox    Greek   Church  came  to  reckon  the  sacraments  as  seven  owing 
to    the    influence    of   the    West,  i.e.,  gradually  from  the  year  1274  onwards.     Still 
the    number    seven  never  came  to  have  the  importance  attached  to  it  in  the  West. 

2  In    Athanasius    we    already    meet    with    both  modes  of  expression:  (l)    "The 
Logos    became    flesh,    in    order    that    he    might  offer  his  body  for  all,  and  we  by 
participating  in  his  spirit  may  be  made  divine"  (de  decret.  synod.  Nic.  14);  (2)  "We 
are    made    divine    inasmuch    as    we  do  not  participate  in  the  body  of  a  man,  but 
receive  the  body  of  the  Logos  Himself"  (ad.  Maxim,  phil.  2). 
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to  content  itself  with  the  inexpressibleness  of  the  effect  of  the 
mysteries.  This  conception  forms  the  basis  even  where,  follow 
ing  the  directions  of  the  New  Testament,  '  regeneration,  the 
forgiveness  of  sins,  the  bestowal  of  the  spirit,  etc.,  are  deduced 
in  rhetorical  language  from  separate  sacraments.  The  assump 
tion  that  the  sacramental  actions  had  certain  inexpressible 
effects — the  doctrine  of  freedom  prevented  the  magical-mystical 
effects  which  were  specially  included  under  this  head  from 
being  embodied  in  a  dogmatic  theory — logically  led,  however, 
to  these  being  performed  in  such  a  way  that  the  imagination 
was  excited  and  the  heavenly  was  seen  heard,  smelt,  and  felt, 
as  for  example  in  incense  and  the  relics  and  bones  of  martyrs. 
The  enjoyment  of  salvation  on  the  part  of  him  who  participated 
in  these  rites,  was  supposed  to  consist  in  the  elevating  im 
pression  made  on  the  imagination  and  the  sensuous  feelings. 
He  was  supposed  to  feel  himself  lifted  up  by  means  of  it  into 
the  higher  world,  and  in  this  feeling  to  taste  the  glory  of  the 
super-sensuous,  and  for  this  reason  to  carry  away  the  conviction 
that  in  a  mysterious  fashion  soul  and  body  had  been  prepared 
for  the  future  reception  of  the  immortal  life.  Such  being  the 
theory  it  was  an  easy  step  from  this  to  combine  all  the  mys 
teries  into  one  great  mystery  in  worship,  and  this  was  what 
actually  took  place.  With  this  as  the  starting-point  the  "Church" 
too  accordingly  became  a  holy  reality,  the  institution  for  wor 
ship,  the  holy  mechanism,  which  supplies  the  believer  with 
heavenly  impressions  and  raises  him  to  heaven.  The  idea  of 
the  Church  which  had  the  most  vitality  in  the  East  was  that 
of  something  which,  regarded  as  active,  was  "  the  lawful  steward 
of  the  mysteries  ("  o  yvyvioq  ruv  ftvrrviptuv  dtxovdftos")  and  con 
ceived  of  as  passive,  was  the  image  of  the  "heavenly  hierarchy." 
In  strict  logical  fashion  it  developed  from  beginnings  which 
already  foreshadow  the  end.  Although  the  beginnings  are 
characteristically  different,  we  find  them  in  Antioch  as  well  as 
in  Alexandria  and  thus  in  both  the  centres  of  the  East.  In 
the  case  of  the  former  of  these  cities  the  beginnings  are  to  be 

1  Here  already  at  this  early  stage  the  difficult  question  emerges  which  even  at 
the  present  day  troubles  many  amongst  ourselves,  as  to  whether  the  ceremonies  of 
the  Old  Testament,  circumcision  for  instance,  were  sacraments. 
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looked  for  in  Ignatius,  the  author  of  the  Six  Books  of  the 
Apostolic  Constitutions,  the  editor  of  the  Eight  Books,  and  in 
Chrysostom,  and  together  with  them  in  Methodius.  In  the  case 
of  the  latter  the  starting-point  was  supplied  by  Clemens,  Origen, 
(Gregory  of  Nyssa)  and  Macarius.  In  the  former  everything 
from  the  first  was  intimately  associated  with  the  bishop  and 
with  worship,  in  the  latter  with  the  true  Gnostic  originally, 
then  next  with  the  monk.  In  the  former  the  bishop  is  the 
hierurge  and  the  representative  of  God,  the  presbyters  represent 
the  apostles,  and  the  deacons  Jesus  Christ.  This  is  the  earthly 
hierarchy,  the  copy  of  the  heavenly.  Already  with  Ignatius 
the  cultus  dominates  the  entire  Christian  life ;  the  holy  meal  is 
the  heavenly  meal,  the  Supper  is  the  "medicine  of  immor 
tality" — Qapftaxov  M&vxfftetg.  By  means  of  the  one  Church- 
worship  we  mount  up  to  God ;  woe  to  him  who  takes  no  part 
in  it.  All  this  is  put  in  a  stronger  form  in  the  Apostolical 
Constitutions,  and  is  developed  in  a  worthy  and  sensible  fashion 
in  the  work  of  Chrysostom  Trsp]  ispayvvt}^.  But  in  all  this  the 
attitude  of  the  laity  is  a  passive  one;  they  make  no  effort, 
they  allow  themselves  to  be  filled. '  The  influential  Methodius 
viewed  the  matter  from  a  different  standpoint.  Although  he  is 
the  opponent  of  the  Alexandrians,  he  does  not  deny  the  in 
fluence  which  he  had  received  from  them.  His  realism  and  tradi 
tionalism  are,  however,  of  a  speculative  kind.  They  constitute 
the  substructure  of  the  subjectivity  of  the  monkish  mysticism. 
Christ  must  be  born  "rationally"  (yotjTUf)  in  the  believer;  every 
Christian  must  by  participating  in  Christ  become  a  Christ. 
Methodius  knew  how  to  unite  the  ideas  of  a  powerful  religious 
individualism  with  the  Mysticism  which  attaches  itself  to  objec 
tive  traditions.  While  protecting  these  latter  against  the  in 
roads  of  a  heterodox  idealism,  he  nevertheless  intended  tnat 

1  I  here  leave  out  of  account  the  Syrian  mysticism  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries 
of  which  we  first  really  got  some  idea  from  the  admirable  work  of  Frothingham, 
Stephen  bar  Sudaili,  1886.  The  philosophico-logical  element  is  not  entirely  absent 
from  the  views  of  these  Syro-Monophysite  mystics  who  had  relations  with  Egypt 
too,  but  still  it  always  was  kept  in  the  background.  We  have  in  their  case 
Pantheism  of  a  strongly  marked  character  represented  by  the  consubstantiality  of 
God  and  the  universe,  and  in  accordance  with  this  they  had  a  fondness  for  the 
"Origenistic  "  ideas  of  the  history  of  the  universe  and  of  the  restoration  of  all  things. 
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they  should  merely  constitute  the  premises  of  an  individual  reli 
gious  life  which  goes  on  between  the  soul  and  the  Logos  alone. 
This  was  the  fundamental  thought  of  the  great  theologians 
of  Alexandria.  But  they  rarely  connected  the  substructure  of 
their  theosophy  with  earthly  worship,  and  still  more  rarely 
with  earthly  priests.  Nevertheless  their  substructure  was  of  a 
much  richer  kind  than  that  of  the  Antiochians.  There  is  pro 
bably  no  single  idea  connected  with  religion  or  worship,  no 
religious  form,  which  they  did  not  turn  to  account.  Sacrifice, 
blood,  reconciliation,  expiation,  purification,  perfection,  the 
means  of  salvation,  the  mediators  of  salvation, — all  these,  which 
were  connected  with  some  symbol  or  other,  played  a  role  in 
their  system.  It  was  the  hierarchical  element  alone  which  was 
kept  very  much  in  the  background,  nor  was  much  prominence 
indeed  given  to  the  idea  of  the  ritual  unity  of  the  Church 
which  was  a  leading  one  with  the  Antiochians.  Everything  is 
directed  towards  the  perfection  of  the  individual,  the  Christian 
Gnostic,  and  everything  is  arranged  in  stages,  a  feature  which 
is  wanting  in  the  system  of  the  Antiochians.  The  Christian 
does  not  merely  allow  himself  to  be  filled  with  the  Holy;  on 
the  contrary  he  is  himself  here  always  engaged  in  independent 
effort  inasmuch  as  he  advances  from  secret  to  secret.  At 
every  stage  some  remain  behind ;  each  stage  down  to  the  last 
presents  a  real  thing  and  the  covering  of  a  thing.  Blessed  is 
he  who  knows  the  thing  or  actual  fact,  still  more  blessed  he 
who  presses  on  to  the  next  stage,  but  he  too  is  saved  who 
grasps  the  thing  in  its  covering  only.  But  with  the  stages  of 
the  mysteries  the  stages  of  the  knowledge  of  the  world  further 
correspond.  He  who  makes  the  mysteries  his  own,  thinks  at 
the  same  time  on  the  progressively  ordered  world.  He  advances 
from  the  external  world  upwards  to  himself,  to  his  soul,  his 
spirit,  to  the  laws  of  the  world  and  the  world-spirits,  to  the 
one  undivided  Logos  who  rules  the  universe,  to  the  incarnate 
Logos,  to  the  highest  Reason,  which  lies  behind  the  Logos,  to 
what  is  above  all  reason — to  God.  The  Cosmos,  the  history 
of  redemption,  the  Bible  are  the  great  graduated,  ordered  mys 
teries  which  have  to  be  traversed :  all  divine  things  and  all 
human  things — 7r/xvrot>  Qs"itx  xx}  7TtxvT<z  avQpuTrtvx.  When  we  have 
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once  reached  the  end  aimed  at,  all  helps  may  be  dispensed 
with.  There  is  a  standpoint  viewed  from  which  every  symbol, 
every  sacrament,  every  thing  that  is  holy,  which  appears  in  a 
material  covering,  becomes  profane,  for  the  soul  lives  in  the 
Holiest  of  all.  "  Images  and  symbols  which  set  forth  other 
things  were  of  value  so  long  as  the  truth  was  not  present,  but 
when  the  truth  is  present,  it  is  necessary  to  do  the  things  of 
the  truth  and  not  of  the  image  or  representation  of  it,"  (ou 
ehovei;  xx]  roc.  <ru{t{3ohx  irapetffT&Titut  OVTX  erspuv  Trpxyftxruv  KXAU? 
syivovro,  (*£%pi  &V  Trxpijv  y  ahydeitX'  Trxpovvyt;  5f  rye,  »to}6eta$  rx- 
rys  xfajQei&s  $e7  Troisw,  ou  rx  shovoq).  This  holds  good  of  the 
aspiring  theologian ;  it  holds  good  also  in  the  main  of  the  hum 
blest,  barbarous  monk.  But  Christianity  would  not  be  the  uni 
versal  religion  if  it  did  not  present  salvation  in  the  symbolic 
form  at  all  stages.  This  thought  separates  the  ecclesiastical 
theosophs  of  Alexandria  from  their  Neo-Platonic  and  Gnostic 
brethren.  In  it  the  universalism  of  Christianity  finds  expression, 
but  the  concession  is  too  great.  It  sanctions  a  Christianity 
which  is  bound  up  with  signs  and  formulae,  the  Christianity  of 
the  "shoves".  The  most  sublime  spiritualism,  as  happened  in 
expiring  antiquity,  made  terms  with  the  grossest  forms  of  the 
religion  of  the  masses, — or  rather,  here  is  expiring  antiquity. 
That  it  could  do  this  is  a  proof  that  a  naturalistic  or  polytheis 
tic  element  was  inherent  in  itself.  Because  it  did  it,  it  was 
itself  stifled  by  the  power  which  it  tolerated.  The  issue  reveals 
the  initial  capital  blunder. 

The  mystical  cultus  of  Antioch  which  culminates  in  the  priest 
and  divine  service,  and  the  philosophical  mysticism  of  Alexan 
dria  which  has  ultimately  in  view  the  individual,  the  gnostic 
and  the  monk,  already  converge  in  Methodius  and  the  Cappa- 
docians ;  '  they  next  converge  in  the  works  of  the  pseudo-Dio- 
nysius  the  Areopagite. "  It  was  owing  to  Maximus  Confessor 

1  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  (in  laud.  Heron,  c.  2)  thus  speaks  from  the  altar  to  Hero 
u  Approach  hither,  near  to  the  Holy  places,  the  mystic  table  and  me,  TU  Six  TOVTWV 
fj-viTTocyuyovvri  riiv  Qeunv,  oli;  <rs  Trpoa-txyet  Ao'yo;  xotl  PIOS  xoci  v>  Six  rov  7rxQe7v  xxQacptris-" 

•  The  article  by  Moller  in  Herzog's  R.-Encyklop.  III.,  p.  616  ff.  enables  us  to 
understand  how  the  Dionysius  question  stood  in  the  year  1878  (the  best  analysis 
is  by  Steitz,  in  the  Jahrbb.  fur  deutsche  Theol.,  1866,  p.  197  ff ;  there  are  valuable 
if  not  quite  convincing  discussions  by  Hipler,  1861  and  in  the  Kirchenlex.  2  III., 
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that    in   this    combination   they   became  the  power  which  domi 
nates  the  Church. 

Everything   was    grouped    round  the  Lord's  Supper,  '  and  as 

p.  1789  ff.,  cf.  the  work  of  Engelhardt,  Die  angebl.  Schriften  des  A.  Dionysius, 
Sulzbach,  1823).  Within  recent  years,  however,  several  new  publications  based  on 
the  sources,  and  discussions,  have  appeared,  which  shew  that  nothing  has  really 
yet  been  certainly  established;  see  Pitra,  Analecta  Sacra  III.,  on  this  Loofs  in  the 
ThLZ.,  1884,  Col.  554  f. ;  Frothingham,  Stephen  bar  Sudaili,  the  Syrian  Mystic 
and  the  Book  of  Hierotheos,  1886;  in  addition  Baethgen  in  the  ThLZ,  1887, 
No.  10;  Skworzow,  Patrologische  Untersuchungen,  1875;  Kanakis,  Dion.  d.  Areo- 
pagite,  1881 ;  Draseke  (Ges.  Patrist.  Abhandl.,  1889,  p.  25  ff. ;  Dionysios  v.  Rhino- 
kolura,  in  addition  Gelzer  in  the  Wochenschrift  f.  Klass.  Philol.,  1892,  separate 
impression);  Jahn,  Dionysiaca,  1889;  Foss.  Ueber  den  Abt  Hilduin  von  St.  Denis 
und  Dionysius  Areop.  in  the  Jahresbericht  des  Luisenstadt.  R.-Gymnasiums  z.  Berlin, 
1886.  The  most  ancient  testimony  to  the  existence  of  these  works  is  to  be  found 
in  the  Church  History  attributed  to  Zacharias  of  Mitylene  (Land,  Anecd.  Syr.  III., 
p.  228).  Severus  quoted  them  at  a  Council  at  Tyre  which  cannot  have  been  held 
later  than  the  year  513.  Still  older  would  be  Cyril's  testimony  in  the  work  against 
Diodorus  and  Theodore,  which  even  if  it  ought  not  to  be  attributed  to  Cyril,  be 
longs  to  the  fifth  century.  "Although  the  manuscript  reading  in  Liberatus  Brev.  10 
is  corrupt  still  it  ought  probably  to  be  emended  thus  :  Dionysii  Areopagitae,  (Dio- 
nysii)  Corinthiorum  episcopi"  (Gelzer).  Hipler,  Pitra,  Draseke,  Moller,  Kanakis 
(who  wishes  to  fix  the  date  of  the  writings  definitely  for  about  120)  have  pronounced 
against  the  old  assumption  of  a  (pious)  fraud,  and  have  referred  the  writings  to 
the  second  half  of  the  fourth  century.  They  have  besides  sought  to  shew  that  we 
ought  probably  to  make  a  distinction  between  the  several  works  which  now  bear 
the  name  of  Dionysius,  and  that  the  oldest  of  the  writings  bearing  this  name  are 
in  all  probability  not  forgeries,  though  forgers  and  interpolators  did  seize  upon 
them  in  the  fifth  or  sixth  century,  and  that  therefore,  as  is  so  frequently  the  case,  it 
was  not  the  author,  but  tradition  which  first  committed  the  forgery.  But  if  Frothing 
ham  is  right,  the  writings  ought  to  be  put  later,  and  Gelzer  as  against  Draseke 
has  advanced  some  very  strong  arguments  in  favour  of  the  idea  of  an  original 
pia  f  raits — after  the  analogy  of  the  Neo-Platonic  interpolations — that  is  in  support 
of  the  hypothesis  "that  the  author  of  these  writings  purposely  intended  from  the 
first  to  secure  a  loftier  authority  from  them  than  they  would  otherwise  have  had 
by  means  of  the  prestige  attaching  to  works  contemporary  with  the  Apostles."  "  The 
author  of  the  Dionysian  writings  was  merely  following  the  usages  of  the  schools,  in 
transferring  his  works  to  the  apostolic  age."  The  question  of  date  is  consequently 
not  yet  settled,  (second  half  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  century).  The  period  previous 
to  400  seems  to  me  the  more  probable,  but  there  are  so  many  points  connected 
with  these  writings  which  are  still  obscure  that  one  must  refrain  from  pronouncing 
an  opinion  until  a  new,  thorough,  and  comprehensive  investigation  has  been  made. 

1  Baptism  may  be  left  out  of  account;  for  the  views  held  regarding  it  did  not 
undergo  any  actual  development  within  the  period  we  treat  of  (see  Vol.  II.,  140.) 
Naturally  the  general  and  changing  ideas  of  the  mysteries  exercised  an  influence 
upon  baptism,  but  it  was  rarely  studied  ex  professo.  It  besides  occupied  an  isolated 
position  since  it  could  never  be  brought  into  intimate  connection  with  worship. 
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was  the  case  in  an  earlier  period,  it  still  continued  to  be  re 
garded  from  a  twofold  point  of  view,  the  sacrificial  and  the 

What  was  certain  was  that  baptism  actually  purifies  from  sins  committed  previous 
to  it,  i.e.)  destroys  them,  and  consequently  constitutes  the  beginning  of  the  process 
which  makes  the  mortal  man  imperishable.  It  is  thus  the  source  and  beginning 
of  all  gifts  of  grace.  But  as  was  the  case  in  regard  to  the  other  mysteries,  so 
here  too  there  were  theologians  who,  in  imitation  of  Origen,  held  the  view  that 
there  was  a  mysterious  purification  of  the  soul,  and  regarded  the  water  as  a  symbol, 
but  all  the  same  as  the  absolutely  necessary  symbol,  which  just  for  this  very  reason 
is  not  simply  a  "symbol"  in  the  modern  sense  of  the  word  (see  the  Cappadocians). 
The  intellectualism  of  these  theologians  and  their  inability  to  believe  in  an  actual 
forgiveness  of  sins,  led  them  in  the  case  of  baptism  to  prefer  the  idea  of  a 
$UTHTiJ.6$  —  the  primitive  designation  of  the  sacrament — and  thus  of  a  physical 
purification  (x«0«p<r<?)  or  else  to  think  of  the  proof  it  gave  of  such  a  purification. 
Other  theologians,  however,  from  the  days  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  downwards,  in 
accordance  with  their  ideas  of  the  Lord's  Supper  with  which,  following  John  XIX. 
34,  baptism  was  always  ranged  (Johannes  Damascenus  still  gives  prominence  to 
these  two  sacraments  only),  assumed  that  there  was  an  actual  (jLeTOurTotxtiuffts  of  the 
water  into  a  divine  material,  which  took  place  by  means  of  the  descent  of  the 
spirit  which  followed  the  invocation  of  God.  Tertullian  (de  bapt.)  and  Cyprian  had 
already  taught  similar  doctrine  in  the  West.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  too  (cat.  III.  3,  4) 
held  the  view  that  there  was  a  dynamic  change  in  the  water.  But  it  is  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  (Opp.  IV.,  p.  147)  who  first  says:  A;«  ryq  TOV  Trvev/txrot;  evsfyelxt;  TO 
xl<r6tjTOV  vSup  7rpo$  Qeixv  nvx  xxt  XTrdppyTOv  i^sTxtrToi^iiovTXi  civvx/iiv,  xyix^et  $e 
AC/TTOV  TOV$  ev  oJ$  xv  yivot-ro.  Still  the  Church  did  not  get  the  length  of  having 
distinct  and  definite  formulae  for  the  sacramental  unity  of  water  and  spirit,  for  the 
moment,  and  for  the  means  whereby  this  unity  was  produced.  Although  the 
statement  held  good  that  baptism  was  absolutely  necessary  to  salvation,  still  people 
shrank  more  from  the  unworthy  reception  of  it  than  from  the  danger  of  definitely 
dispensing  with  it.  In  the  fourth  century  people  kept  postponing  it  repeatedly — 
so  as  not  to  use  this  general  means  till  the  hour  of  death.  Baptism  was  accordingly 
regarded  by  many  in  praxi  not  as  initiation  into  the  Christian  state,  but  as  the 
completion  of  it.  Some  very  characteristic  passages  in  Augustine's  Confessions,  e.g., 
show  this  (e.g.,  Confess.  VI.  4) :  it  was  possible  in  the  fourth  century  to  rank  as 
a  Christian,  though  one  was  not  yet  baptised.  But  the  great  Church-Fathers  of  the 
fourth  century  defended  the  practice  of  infant-baptism  which  had  been  already 
handed  down,  and  this  was  established  in  the  fifth  century  as  the  general  usage. 
Its  complete  adoption  runs  parallel  with  the  death  of  heathenism.  As  regards  bap 
tism  by  heretics,  the  view  held  in  the  Eastern  Church  at  the  beginning  of  the 
fourth  century  was  that  it  was  not  valid.  But  it  gradually,  though  hesitatingly, 
receded  somewhat  from  this  position  (see  the  decisions  of  325  and  381).  A  distinc 
tion  was  made  between  those  sects  whose  baptism  was  to  be  recognised,  or  was  to 
be  supplemented  by  the  laying  on  of  hands,  and  those  whose  baptism  had  to  be 
repeated  (this  is  still  what  we  have  in  the  ninty-fifth  canon  of  the  Trullan  Synod 
692).  The  Church  did  not,  however,  arrive  at  any  more  fixed  view  on  the  matter, 
since  just  those  fathers  of  the  fourth  century  who  where  held  in  the  highest  esteem 
generally  demanded  re-baptism.  Whether  one  ought  to  re-baptise  the  heretic  or  to 
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sacramental. l  The  mystery  with  which  it  came  to  be  increas 
ingly  surrounded  and  the  commemorations  which  took  place  at  its 
celebration,  preserved  to  the  Lord's  Supper  in  wholly  altered 
conditions  within  the  world-Church  which  embraced  the  Empire, 
its  lofty  and  at  the  same  time  familiar,  congregational  character.  ~ 
No  rigidly  doctrinal  development  of  the  Lord's  Supper  followed 
on  this.  But  probably  the  presence  of  changes  in  the  concep 
tions  formed  of  the  Lord's  Supper  both  in  its  sacrificial  and  in 
its  sacramental  aspect,  might  be  proved.  These  changes,  how 
ever,  take  place  throughout  within  the  limits  which  were  already 
fixed  in  the  third  century.  The  blend  of  a  sublime  spiritualism 
and  a  sensuous  realism  was  already  in  existence  in  the  third 
century.  Any  progress  which  took  place  could  consist  only 
in  this,  that  religious  materialism  advanced  further  and  further 
and  forced  spiritualism  to  retire.  Its  advance  was,  however, 
furthered  above  all  by  the  fact  that  the  dogma  of  the  Incar 
nation  was  brought  into  connection  with  the  Lord's  Supper. 
This  is  the  most  important  fact  connected  with  this  development, 
for  now  the  Lord's  Supper  became,  as  it  were,  the  intelligible 
exponent  of  the  entire  dogmatic  system,  and  at  the  same  time 
the  hitherto  vague  ideas  regarding  the  kind  and  nature  of  the 
body  of  Christ  in  the  Lord's  Supper,  came  to  have  a  firmly 
fixed  form.  If  previous  to  this  Christians  had  never  of  set 
purpose  thought  of  the  body  of  the  historical  Christ  when 
speaking  of  the  body  of  Christ  in  the  Lord's  Supper,  but  of 
His  spirit,  His  word,  or  the  remembrance  of  His  body  offered 
up,  or  of  something  inexpressible,  something  glorified  which 

anoint  him  or  merely  to  lay  the  hand  upon  him,  is  a  point  that  is  not  certainly 
decided  up  to  the  present  time.  The  Greek  Church  very  frequently  still  repeats 
baptism  at  the  present  day;  see  Hofiing,  Sacr.  der  Taufe,  1848;  Steitz,  Art. 
"Ketzertaufe"  in  Herzog's  R.-Encykl.  2nd  ed.:  Kattenbusch,  op.  cit.  I.,  p.  403  ff. 

1  See  Vol.  II.,  p.   136,  and  p.  146. 

2  It  is  very  worthy  of  note  that  already  in  the  fourth  century  the  Lord's  Supper 
was    regarded  as  the  expression  of  a  particular  form  of  Confession.     Philostorgius 
(H.  E.  III.  14)    tells  us  that  up  to  the  time  of  Ae'tius  the  Arians  in  the  East  had 
joined  with  the  orthodox  in  prayers,  hymns,  etc.,  in  short  in  almost  all  ecclesiastical 
acts,  but  not  in  the  "  mystic  sacrifice."  In  the  commemorations  from  that  time  on 
wards  connection  with  the  Church  found  public  expression.     Cancelling  of  Church 
membership  was  regularly  expressed  by  erasure  of  the  name  in  the  commemoration 
from  the  diptychs. 
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passed  for  being  His  body,  now  the  idea  emerged  that  the 
material  element  which  is  potentially  already  the  body  of  Christ 
according  to  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  is  by  priestly  consecration  or 
more  correctly,  by  the  Holy  Spirit  who  also  overshadowed 
Mary,  changed  with  the  real  body  of  Christ  or  else  taken  up 
into  it.  The  Incarnation  is  not  repeated  in  the  Lord's  Supper, 
but  it  is  continued  in  it  in  a  mysterious  fashion,  and  the  dogma 
is  practically  attested  in  the  most  living  and  marvellous  way 
through  this  mystery.  The  priest  is  here,  it  is  true,  the  minister 
only,  not  the  author ;  but  in  connection  with  such  a  transaction 
to  be  the  servant  who  carries  out  what  is  done,  means  to  be 
engaged  in  an  inexpressibly  lofty  service  which  raises  one  even 
above  the  angels.  The  whole  transaction,  which  is  based  on 
the  Incarnation,  is  thus  beyond  a  doubt  itself  the  mystery  of 
the  deification  (Qeuni;).  The  connection  is  exceptionally  close ; 
for  if  the  act  gets  its  essence  and  its  substance  from  the  Incar 
nation,  while  the  latter  again  has  in  view  the  deification,  it  is 
itself  the  real  means  of  the  deification.  It  is  the  same  thought 
as  that  which  had  already  been  indicated  by  Ignatius  when  he 
described  the  holy  food  as  the  "medicine  of  immortality" 
{Qapftxxov  a6xvx7ia$) ;  but  it  is  only  now  that  this  thought  is 
taken  out  of  the  region  of  uncertain  authority  and  has  fixity 
given  to  it  by  getting  a  thoroughly  firm  foundation.  But  per 
haps  the  point  that  is  most  worthy  of  note  is,  that  in  reference 
to  the  elements  phrases  were  used  by  the  Greek  Fathers  of  a 
later  period,  which,  as  applied  to  the  dogma  of  the  Incarnation, 
had  to  be  discarded  as  Gnostic,  doketic,  Apollinarian,  or  Kuty- 
chian  and  Apthartodoketic !  People  speak  naively — up  to  the 
time  of  Johannes  Damascenus,  at  least — of  the  changing,  trans 
formation,  transubstantiation  of  the  elements  into  the  Divine. 
No  attempt  is  made  to  form  definite  ideas  regarding  the  where 
abouts  of  their  material  qualities ;  they  are  wholly  and  entirely 
deified.  In  a  word,  the  views  held  regarding  the  Lord's  Supper 
were  for  a  long  time  Apollinarian-monophysite,  and  not  dyophy- 
site.  But  this  makes  it  once  more  perfectly  plain  that  what 
was  regarded  by  the  Greek  Church  as  of  real  importance  from 
the  religious  point  of  view,  was  adequately  represented  only  by 
the  teaching  of  Apollinaris  and  Monophysitism,  and  that  the 
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reasons  which  finally  led  to  the  adoption  of  Dyophysitism  had 
no  strict  connection  with  the  dogmatic  system. 

As  regards  the  sacrificial  aspect  of  the  holy  action,  the  most 
important  development  consists  in  the  advance  made  in  the 
transformation  of  the  idea  of  sacrifice,  for  which  the  way  had 
been  already  prepared  in  the  third  century.  The  offering  of 
the  elements,  the  memorial  celebration  of  the  sacrifice  of  Christ 
in  the  sacrifice  of  the  Supper,  the  offering  of  the  gifts  (7rpo<r- 
<pspsiv  roc,  $upz)  and  the  offering  of  the  memorial  of  the  body 
(irpoirQepeiv  ryv  fAvyfAyv  TOI>  <ru[txTo<;)  was  changed  into  an  offer 
ing  of  the  body,  (TO  truftz  irporQ&petv)  a  propitiatory  memorial 
sacrifice.  "  The  sacrifice  of  His  Son  on  the  Cross  was,  as  it 
were,  put  before  God's  eyes  and  recalled  to  memory  in  order 
that  its  effects  might  be  communicated  to  the  Church."  Thus, 
owing  to  the  influence  of  the  heathen  mysteries  and  in  conse 
quence  of  the  development  of  the  priestly  notion,  the  idea 
crept  in  that  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  were  constantly 
offered  to  God  afresh  in  order  to  propitiate  Him.  And  the 
more  uncertain  men  became  as  to  God's  feelings,  and  the  more 
worldly  and  estranged  from  God  they  felt  themselves  to  be, 
the  more  readily  they  conceived  of  the  Supper  as  a  real  renewal 
of  the  Sacrifice  of  Christ  and  of  His  saving  death.  Christians 
had  formerly  made  it  their  boast  that  the  death  of  Christ  had 
put  an  end  to  every  sort  of  outward  sacrifice ;  they  had  spoken 
of  the  "bloodless  and  rational  and  gentle  sacrifice"  (avzipos 
xx,}  hoyixv!  KX.}  Trpotryvyi;  QUTIZ)  or  of  the  "immaterial  and  mental 
sacrifice"  (Qvrtz  txTu;j,x,TOt;  xati  vosptx).  These  modes  of  expression 
continued  to  be  used  in  the  third  and  fourth  centuries,  but  the 
desire  for  a  sensuous  expiatory  sacrifice,  which  had  been  present, 
though  in  a  hidden  form,  at  an  early  date,  became  stronger 
and  stronger,  and  thus  "flesh  and  blood" — namely,  the  flesh 
and  blood  of  Christ — were  described  as  sacrificial  offerings. 
Thus  men  had  once  more  a  bloody  sacrifice,  though  indeed 
without  visible  blood,  and  what  it  seemed  not  to  have  certainly 
accomplished  when  offered  once,  was  to  be  accomplished  by  a 
repetition  of  it.  And  thus,  as  the  act  regarded  as  a  sacrament 
was  connected  in  the  closest  way  with  the  Incarnation,  and 
appeared  as  a  mysterious,  real  representation  of  it,  as  something 
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to  be  enjoyed  by  the  believer,  so,  regarded  as  a  sacrifice,  it  was 
now  finally  brought  into  the  most  intimate  connection  with  the 
death  of  Christ,  but  in  such  a  way  that  in  it  the  saving  sacri 
ficial  death  likewise  appeared  to  be  continued,  i.e.,  repeated. 
Is  it  possible  to  give  the  sacramental  act  a  loftier  position  than 
this  ?  Assuredly  not !  And  yet  it  was  nothing  but  pure  Paganism 
which  had  brought  this  about.  Since  these  developments  took 
place  most  of  the  Churches  of  Christendom  in  the  East  and 
West  have  been  fettered  and  enslaved  by  a  "  doctrine  of  the 
Supper"  and  a  "ritual  of  the  Supper",  which  must  be  reckoned 
amongst  the  most  serious  hindrances  which  the  Gospel  has  ex 
perienced  in  the  course  of  its  history.  Neither  the  calling  out  of 
elevated  feelings,  nor  the  superabundance  of  intellectual  force,  of 
acuteness  and  "philosophy"  which  has  been  expended  in  connec 
tion  with  this,  can  undo  the  mischief  which  has  been  incalcul 
able  and  which  is  still  going  on.  And  as  in  the  fifth  and  sixth 
centuries  the  Supper  was  conceived  of  as  the  resultant  of  the 
system  of  dogma  as  a  whole  (the  Trinity  and  the  Incarnation), 
and  was  supposed  to  be  equivalent  to  it,  and  to  give  a  lively 
representation  of  it,  so  the  same  is  still  the  case  at  the  present 
day.  The  "doctrine"  of  the  Supper  has  been  treated  in  such 
a  way  as  in  the  first  place  to  sanction  the  dogma  of  the  Incarna 
tion,  and  in  the  second  place  to  gather  up  to  a  point  the  entire 
confessional  system  of  doctrine  and  the  conception  of  the  Church. 
In  the  whole  history  of  religions  there  is  probably  no  second 
example  of  such  a  transformation,  extension,  demoralisation  and 
narrowing  of  a  simple  and  sacred  institution ! 

Sure  and  logical  as  was  the  course  of  the  development  of 
the  ritual  and  doctrine  of  the  Supper  in  the  Greek  Church,  no 
dogma  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word  was  set  up,  because 
there  was  no  controversy  unless  about  points  of  no  importance. 
But  just  for  this  very  reason  the  doctrinal  pronouncements 
scarcely  ever  get  beyond  the  stage  of  unfathomable  contradic 
tions  and  insoluble  oracles.  Christians  felt  so  comfortable  in 
the  darkness  of  the  mystery ;  they  laid  hold  of  this  or  the  other 
extravagant  form  of  expression  without  being  afraid  of  being 
corrected  or  being  forced  to  pay  respect  to  a  fixed  form  of 
words  sanctioned  by  ecclesiastical  usage.  Anything  that  sounded 
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pious  and  edifying,  profound  and  mysterious,  could  be  freely 
used  in  connection  with  the  mystery.  And  since  the  words 
which  were  used  in  this  connection,  such  as  spirit  (TTVSU^IX), 
spiritually  (TrvsuftXTixtig),  flesh  (trap!;),  body  (trapa)  had  a  three 
fold  and  a  manifold  meaning *  in  ecclesiastical  usage,  since 
Scripture  itself  supplied  various  allegories  in  connection  with 
this  matter,  using  flesh  of  Christ  as  equal  to  the  Church,  flesh 
of  Christ  as  equal  to  His  words,  etc.,  since  John  VI.  as  compared 
with  the  words  of  institution  supplied  endless  scope  for  specula 
tion  and  rhetoric,  since  the  consequences  and  the  terminology  of 
the  dogma  of  the  Incarnation  were  on  the  same  lines, — and  in 
addition,  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  certain  ideas  of 
the  Church, — since  finally  the  sacramental  and  sacrificial  elements 
were  at  one  time  kept  strictly  separate  and  at  another  ran  into 
one  another,  the  utterances  of  the  Greek  Fathers  in  reference 
to  the  Supper  constitute  as  a  rule  the  most  forbidding  portions 
of  their  works.  But  to  give  a  logical  solution  and  orderly 
reproduction  of  their  thoughts  is  not  at  all  the  historian's  busi 
ness,  for  in  attempting  such  a  task  he  would  constantly  be  in  danger 
of  missing  the  meaning  of  the  Fathers.  For  this  reason  we  here 
renounce  any  such  attempt.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  note  the  tend 
ency  and  progress  of  the  development  in  the  Fathers  who  are  to 
be  referred  to  in  what  follows.  "•  That  the  increasingly  complex 

1  Let  any  one  take  a  proposition  such  as  this  from  Athanasius:  Trvev(j.z  ^uo- 
TTOIOVV  y\  o-xpi-  sa-rt  TOV  xvpi'ov.  Start  fn  TrvsvpxToi;  ^MOTTOIOV  trvveAyfttyAy,  in  order 
to  form  an  idea  of  how  one  may  twist  and  turn  the  words. 

-  In  the  essays  by  Steitz  on  the  doctrine  of  the  Supper  in  the  Greek  Church 
(Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.  IX.,  pp.  409—481;  X.,  pp.  64—152,  399—463;  XI., 
pp.  193—253:  XII. ,  pp.  211—286;  XIII.,  pp.  3—66)  we  possess  an  investigation 
of  the  subject  which  is  as  comprehensive  as  it  is  thorough.  The  author,  however, 
does  not  seem  to  me  always  to  have  hit  the  mark  in  the  judgments  he  passes. 
He  makes  too  many  distinctions,  and  in  particular  his  view  as  to  the  existence  of 
a  strictly  distinct  symbolic  doctrine  of  the  Supper  is  hardly  tenable  in  the  form  in 
which  he  seeks  to  develop  it.  A  purely  symbolic  conception  of  the  Supper  never 
existed,  for  it  was  always  harmoniously  united  with  a  ritual  which  was  based  on 
a  very  realistic  way  of  conceiving  of  it.  What  we  now  call  "symbol"  is  some 
thing  wholly  different  from  what  was  so-called  by  the  ancient  Church.  On  the 
other  Land,  after  the  sacramental  magic  in  its  coarsest  form  had  found  its  way 
into  the  Church,  "symbolic"'  statements  were  always  tolerated  because  the  symbol 
was  really  never  a  mere  type  or  sign,  but  always  embodied  a  mystery;  see  Vol. 
II..  p.  143.  On  the  doctrine  of  the  Supper  cf.  further  the  monographs  by  Riickert, 
Kahnis,  Ebrard. 
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form  taken  by  doctrine  was  of  no  advantage  to  real  religion 
may  be  inferred  from  the  one  fact  that  the  effects  of  the 
Supper  were  always  described  in  an  absolutely  vague  fashion. 
Nor  did  the  Qsutris,  that  process  to  which  was  attached  this 
high-sounding  name,  really  mean  anything,  for  it  was  impossible 
to  understand  it  in  any  serious  sense.  The  idea  that  free 
dom  was  the  basis  of  all  that  was  good,  was  in  the  way  of 
this.  This  fauvis,  which  is  experienced  in  imagination,  threaten 
ed,  in  the  case  of  the  Greeks  themselves,  to  change  into  a 
mere  play  of  fancy ;  for  as  soon  as  they  realised  that  they 
were  moral  beings,  they  thought  of  nothing  else  save  of  the 
exalted  God,  of  His  demand  that  they  should  renounce  the 
world  and  do  good,  and  of  the  duty  which  lay  upon  man  of 
living  a  holy  life  in  order  to  die  a  blessed  death.  For  this 
very  reason  they  were  also  unable  to  reach  any  complete 
confidence  in  the  promise  of  the  forgiveness  of  sins  given  in  the 
Supper.  In  place  of  this,  however,  religious  materialism  went  to 
absurd  lengths,  while  at  the  same  time  the  ascetic  theosoph 
was  always  free  respectfully  to  ignore  the  whole  transaction. 


Only  a  few  hints  regarding  the  course  taken  by  the  develop 
ment  of  the  doctrine  can  fitly  be  given  here  :  Origen  supplies 
the  starting-point.  "In  his  view  the  eucharistic  body  was  only 
the  Word  of  God  or  of  the  Logos  as  being  a  substitute  for 
his  appearance  in  the  flesh ;  the  shew-bread  was  for  him  the  type 
of  the  Word  in  the  old  Covenant;  for  as  this  was  placed,  as 
it  were,  before  the  eyes  of  God  as  a  propitiatory  memorial 
object,  so  the  Church  also  puts  a  bread  before  God  which  has 
a  great  propitiatory  power — namely,  the  commemoration,  the 
word  regarding  His  passion  and  death  with  which  Christ 
introduced  and  founded  the  Supper.  But  the  bread  of  bless 
ing  was  in  his  view  the  symbol  only  of  this  word,  only  of 
His  eucharistic  body,  but  not  of  His  body  offered  up  on  the 
Cross,  and  if  he  does  once  call  the  latter  "  the  typical  and 
symbolic  body",  he  did  this  only  in  the  sense  referred  to.  This 
is  just  what  is  peculiar  and  characteristic  in  his  standpoint,  that 
whenever  he  speaks  of  the  Supper  or  indeed  in  a  more  general 
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sense  of  the  eating  of  the  flesh  or  of  the  drinking  of  the  blood 
of  Christ,  he  does  this  without  any  reference  to  the  body 
which  He  had  as  man  or  to  the  blood  which  flowed  in  the 
veins  of  this  body."  l  The  body  and  blood  of  Christ  are  know 
ledge,  life,  and  immortality,  not,  however,  as  a  mere  thought 
or  as  a  symbol,  but  in  inexpressible  reality.  In  Eusebius  we 
already  note  an  advance,  and  in  fact  in  the  "  Demonstrate  "  and 
in  the  work  "  de  eccles.  theologia"  he  has  several  new  catego 
ries.  In  his  case  already  the  offering  of  the  memorial  of  the 
body  ([ivy  pyv  roi>  TU  ft  arcs  TrpOffQepsiv)  passes  over  into  the  offer 
ing  of  the  body  (TO  ruftz  TrporQepsiv).  He  has  the  propitiatory 
memorial  sacrifice.  But  from  the  sacramental  point  of  view 
the  consecrated  elements  are  still  for  him  symbols  of  the  mystical 
body  of  Christ,  i.e.,  of  His  word :  only  from  the  sacrificial  point 
of  view  do  they  already  possess  the  value  of  mysterious  symbols 
of  the  actual  body,  the  body  which  was  once  offered  up.2  It 
is  impossible  to  extract  a  doctrine  from  the  confused  statements 
of  Athanasius,  nor  will  it  do  to  make  him  a  "symbolist".3 
Probably,  however,  Athanasius  comes  nearer  to  Origen  in  his 
conception  of  the  Supper  than  in  any  other  part  of  his  doctrine.  4 
The  statement  of  Basil  (ep.  8,  c.  4)  is  genuinely  Origenist: 
"  We  eat  the  flesh  of  Christ  and  drink  His  blood  in  that  by 
His  Incarnation  and  His  life  which  was  manifest  to  the  senses, 
we  become  partakers  of  the  Logos  and  of  wisdom.  For  he 
described  His  whole  mystical  appearance  as  flesh  and  blood 
and  thereby  indicated  the  doctrine  which  is  based  on  practical, 
physical,  and  theological  science,  and  by  which  the  soul  is 
nourished  and  is  meanwhile  prepared  for  the  vision  of  the  truly 
existent."  But  the  Cappadocians  likewise  had  already  advocated 
a  theurgy  of  the  most  palpable  kind— in  all  the  Fathers  the 
spiritualistic  amplifications  of  the  doctrine  occur,  always  with 
reference  to  John  VI.  As  regards  the  doctrine  of  the  Supper, 
"Realism"  and  Real  Presence  of  the  true  body  of  Christ  (or 
transubstantiation)  are  for  us  at  the  present  day  equivalent.  In 

1  Steitz  X.,  p.  99. 

-  Demonstr.  ev.  I.   10 ;  de  eccles.  theol.  III.   12;  Steitz  X.,  p.  97  ff. 

3  So  rightly  Thomasius  I.,  p.  431   ff.  as  against  Steitz  X.,  p.   109  ff. 

4  See  ad  Scrap.  IV.,  espec.  c.   19  and  the  Festival-letters. 
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ancient  times,  however,  there  was  a  "realism"  which  had  no 
reference  whatever  to  that  real  presence,  but  which  on  the  con 
trary  regarded  a  spiritual  mystical  something  as  really  present. 
Hence  the  controversy  on  the  part  of  historians  of  dogma  and  of 
ecclesiastical  parties  regarding  the  doctrine  of  the  Supper  held 
by  the  Fathers.  They  are  "Symbolists"  in  respect  of  the  real 
presence  of  the  true  body ;  indeed  as  regards  this  they  are 
in  a  way  not  even  symbolists,  since  they  had  not  that  body  in 
their  minds  at  all.  But  they  know  of  a  mystical  body  of  Christ 
which  is  for  them  absolutely  real — it  is  spirit,  life,  immortality, 
and  they  transferred  this  as  real  to  the  celebration  of  the  Supper. l 
According  to  Macarius  too,  Christ  gives  Himself  and  the  soul 
to  be  eaten  spiritually  (hom.  27,  17),  but  this  spiritual  eating 
is  the  enjoyment  of  something  actual.  Macarius,  however,  while 
he  had  the  individual  soul  in  view  always  thought  of  the  Church; 
for  to  this  noteworthy  Greek  mystic  who,  moreover,  knew  some 
thing  of  sin  and  grace,  as  to  Methodius,  the  soul  is  the  micro 
cosm  of  the  Church  and  the  Church  is  the  macrocosm  of  the 
soul.  But  the  statements  made  by  him  and  Methodius  in  respect 
to  this  point,  were  not  further  followed  out.2  The  influence 
of  the  sacrificial  conception  of  the  consecrated  elements,  as  being 
the  antitypes  of  the  broken  body  of  Christ,  on  the  sacramental 
conception,  can  be  traced  already  in  Eustathius  and  in  the 
Apostolical  Constitutions ; 3  its  presence  is  perfectly  apparent 
in  the  mystagogic  catechetics  of  Cyril  of  Jerusalem.  But  I 
suspect  that  in  their  catechetical  instruction  Basil  and  Gregory 
did  not  express  themselves  differently  from  him.  Besides  the 
many  other  passages  having  reference  to  the  subject,  Cateclu 

1  On  Basil  Steitz  X.,  p.  127  ff.,  on  Gregor  Naz.  the  same,  p.  133  ff.  From 
Basil's  ninety-third  letter  in  particular  we  see  that  for  him  spiritualism  was  in 
no  sense  opposed  to  the  most  superstitious  treatment  of  the  Supper.  Quite  correctly 
Ullmann,  Gregor,  p.  487 :  "  It  is  difficult  to  determine  what  Gregory  understood  by 
eating  and  drinking  the  blood  of  Christ,  and  in  any  case  no  dogma  which  may 
be  regarded  as  peculiarly  belonging  to  Gregory  can  be  deduced  from  it."  In  him 
we  find  the  expression  for  the  consecrated  elements  "«VT/TI/T#  TOV  ripi'ov  <ra>/j.ixTO<; 
xxi  ctt(j.oe,TO^'\  an  expression  which  Eusebius  in  his  day  might  have  used  and  which 
Eustathius  did  use  (Steitz  X.,  p.  402). 

:    On  Macarius,  see  Steitz  X.,  p.  142  ff. 
3    Steitz  X.,  pp.  402 — 410. 
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V.,  7  is  specially  important.  "And  next  after  we  have  sanc 
tified  ourselves  (through  prayer),  we  pray  the  gracious  God 
that  He  will  send  down  His  Holy  Spirit  on  the  elements 
presented,  in  order  that  He  may  make  the  bread  into  the  body 
of  Christ  and  the  wine  into  the  blood  of  Christ;  for 'what  the 
Holy  Spirit  touches  is  wholly  sanctified  and  transformed  (ftsrx- 
"  Here  therefore  we  have  a  plain  assertion  of  the 
which  is  effected  by  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  Supper, 
and  Cyril  in  fact  appeals  to  the  miracle  of  Cana.  At  the  same 
time  "  Cyril  is  the  first  church-teacher  who  treats  of  baptism, 
the  oil,  and  the  Eucharist,  in  their  logical  sequence,  and  in 
accordance  with  general  principles."  The  element  which  may 
be  termed  the  symbolic,  or  better,  the  spiritual  element,  is 
nowhere  wanting  in  his  theology,  and  in  fact  it  still  quite  clearly 
constitutes  its  basis ;  but  we  see  it  supplemented  by  that  "  re 
alism "  which  already  regards  the  details  of  the  act  of  ritual 
as  the  special  subject  of  instruction.  The  epiklesis  or  invoca 
tion,  brings  with  it  a  dynamic  change  in  the  elements  in  the 
Supper  as  in  all  mysteries.  By  partaking  of  the  holy  food  one 
becomes  "a  bearer  of  Christ";  the  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ 
is  distributed  amongst  the  members  of  the  body.  In  Cyril's 
view  the  elements  in  their  original  form  have  after  consecration 
wholly  disappeared.  "  Since  now  thou  art  taught  and  convinced 
that  the  visible  bread  is  not  bread,  although  to  the  taste  it 
appears  to  be  such,  but  the  body  of  Christ ;  and  that  the  visible 
wine  is  not  wine,  although  to  taste  it  seems  to  be  such,  but 
the  blood  of  Christ,  comfort  thine  heart,"  (Catech.  V.,  9).  But 
still  we  might  make  a  mistake  if  we  were  to  attribute  to  the 
theologian  what  is  said  by  the  catechist.  Extravagances  of 
this  sort  still  belonged  at  that  time  to  the  liturgical  and  cate 
chetical  element,  but  were  not  a  part  of  theology. '  But  the 
miracle  of  Cana  and  the  multiplication  of  the  bread  now  became 
important  events  for  teachers,  as  indeed  is  evident  from  the 
sculpture  of  the  Fourth  Century,  and  even  such  a  pronounced 
Origenist  as  Gregory  of  Nyssa  for  whom  indeed  <ruf4,@ohov  was 
equivalent  to  aTrddst^ig  (a  setting  forth)  and  yv  a  pur  pot,  (mark  or 
token)  and  who  laid  down  the  principle  "  Christianity  has  its 
1  On  Cyril,  see  Steitz  X.,  pp.  412 — 428. 
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strength  in  the  mystic  symbols"  (ev  roTg  ftvynxoTs  <rvft(3d>.ot<;  o 
%pi<TTiavi<TfAOs  ryv  1<r%ov  £%et),  l  as  catechist  propounded  a  physio 
logical  philosophically  constructed  theory  regarding  the  spiritual 
nourishing  power  of  the  elements  which  were  changed  into  the 
body  of  the  Lord,  which  in  religious  barbarity  far  outstrips 
anything  put  forward  by  the  Neo-Platonic  Mysteriosophs.  It 
makes  it  plain  to  us  that  in  the  fourth  century  Christianity  was 
sought  after  not  because  it  supplied  a  worship  of  God  in  spirit 
and  in  truth,  but  because  it  offered  to  men  a  spiritual  sense- 
enjoyment  with  which  neither  Mithras  nor  any  other  god  could 
successfully  compete.  Gregory  wished  for  a  spiritual  and  cor 
poral  "communion  and  mixing"  ([^STOUTIX  XZL  <xv<xxp»<ri<;)  with 
the  Redeemer.  The  only  help  against  the  poison  which  has 
crept  into  our  body  is  the  antidote  of  the  body  of  Him  who 
was  stronger  than  death.  This  antidote  must  be  introduced  into 
the  body.  It  accordingly  transforms  and  alters  our  body  ([ASTX- 


The  actual  body  of  Christ  as  immortal  is  thus  the  remedy 
against  death  ;  it  must  therefore,  like  other  sorts  of  good,  be 
partaken  of  bodily.  This  partaking  takes  place  in  the  Supper  ; 
for  through  the  act  of  consecration  the  bread  and  wine  are 
changed  into  the  flesh  and  blood  of  the  Lord  (fieratiroiiiffic)  in 
order  that  through  partaking  of  them  our  body  may  be  trans 
formed  into  the  body  of  Christ  ((Jt,eT»<rTQi%,Giuffig\  see  Justin). 
These  transubstantiations  are  proved  by  a  philosophical  exposi 
tion  of  matter  and  form,  potentiality  and  actuality  ;  at  this  point 
Aristotle  had  already  to  be  brought  forward  to  furnish  the 
necessary  proof.  The  paradox  was  held  to  be  not  really  so 
paradoxical.  The  body  of  the  Logos,  it  was  affirmed,  itself 
consisted  of  bread  ;  the  bread  was  virtually  (5yv«jt*«)  the  body 
etc.  But  more  important  than  these  dreadful  expositions  of  a 
pharmaceutical  philosophy  was  the  close  connection  which  Gre 
gory  formed  by  means  of  them  between  the  Eucharist  and  the 
Incarnation.  He  was  the  first,  so  far  as  I  know,  to  do  this. 
The  older  Fathers  also,  indeed,  while  by  the  eucharistic  body 
they  understood  the  word  and  the  life,  always  regarded  the 
Incarnation  as  the  fundamental  condition,  which  alone  made  that 

1    C.  Eunomium  XI..  T.  II.,  p.  704. 
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use  of  it  possible.  But  since  they  did  not  entertain  the  idea  of 
the  real  body  of  Christ,  the  Incarnation  and  Eucharist — apart 
from  some  attempts  by  Athanasius — still  remained  unconnected. 
It  was  otherwise  with  Gregory.  For  him  the  transformation 
of  the  consecrated  bread  into  the  body  of  Christ  was  the  con 
tinuation  of  the  process  of  the  Incarnation.  "If  the  existence 
of  the  whole  body  depends  on  nourishment  while  this  consists 
of  food  and  drink ;  if,  further,  bread  serves  for  food,  and  water 
mixed  with  wine  for  drink,  and  if  the  Logos  of  God,  as  has 
been  already  proved,  is  united  (wvavexpafy)  in  his  character  as 
God  and  Logos  with  human  nature,  and,  having  entered  our 
body,  produced  no  different  or  new  constitution  for  human 
nature,  but  rather  sustained  his  body  by  the  usual  and  fitting 
means  and  supported  life  by  food  and  drink,  the  food  being 
bread;  then,  just  as  in  our  case,  he  who  sees  the  bread  to 
some  extent  perceives  the  human  body  therein,  because  when 
the  bread  enters  the  latter  it  becomes  part  of  it,  so  in  that  case 
the  body  which  conceals  God  within  it,  and  which  received  the 
bread  is  to  a  certain  extent  identical  with  the  bread ...  for 
what  is  characteristic  of  all  was  also  admitted  regarding  the 
flesh  of  Christ,  namely,  that  it  was  also  supported  by  bread, 
but  the  body  was  by  the  residence  in  it  of  the  Divine  Logos 
transformed  (p£T£7roiyQy)  to  a  divine  sublimity  and  dignity.  We 
accordingly  are  now  also  justified  in  believing  that  the  bread 
consecrated  by  the  word  of  God  is  transformed  into  the  body 
of  the  God-Logos.  For  that  body  was  also  virtually  bread, 
but  was  consecrated  by  the  residence  in  it  of  the  Logos,  who 
dwelt  in  the  flesh.  Accordingly  as  the  bread  transformed  in 
that  body  was  invested  with  divine  energy  we  have  the  same 
thing  happening  here.  For  in  the  former  case  the  grace  of  the 
Word  sanctified  the  body  which  owed  its  existence  to,  and  to 
a  certain  extent  was,  bread,  and  similarly,  in  the  present  instance, 
the  bread,  as  the  apostle  says,  is  made  holy  by  God's  Word 
(Logos)  and  command;  not  that  it  is  first  changed  into  the 
body  of  the  Logos  by  being  eaten,  but  that  it  is  at  once  trans 
formed  into  his  body  by  the  Logos  (by  its  consecration)  in 
accordance  with  the  saying  of  the  Logos,  'This  is  my  body'." 
Gregory  argues  similarly  as  regards  the  wine  and  blood,  and 
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then  continues:  "Since  then  that  flesh  which  received  God  also 
received  this  portion  (wine,  blood)  into  its  substance,  and  God 
made  manifest  by  that  means  interfused  himself  in  the  perish 
able  nature  of  men,  in  order  that  by  communion  with  deity 
the  human  might  be  deified ;  therefore  he  implants  himself  in 
all  who  have  believed  in  the  dispensation  of  grace,  by  means 
of  the  flesh  whose  substance  consists  of  both  wine  and  bread, 
condemning  himself  to  the  bodies  of  believers,  so  that  by  union 
with  that  which  is  immortal  man  also  might  become  a  partici 
pator  in  immortality.  And  these  things  he  grants  to  the  power 
of  the  blessing,  having  therefore  transformed  the  nature  of  the 
phenomena  ('Eire}  ovv  xoii  TOUTO  TO  ftspoc  [wine,  blood]  ^ 
sxsivy  <rapt;  Trpos  TVM  VVVTXG'IV  sMurqc  TT'txp^^XTC,  o  ^ 

^ix    TOVTO    KXT£f/,i^£v   txuTOV  rift  sTrixypy  TUV  xvQpUTruv  Qu&si, 
y  TVIS  CeortjToc  xoivuvict  trvv&TTO&saQy  TO  avOpdnrwov,  TOVTOU  %<xpiv 
TQ!C    7T£7ria'T£uxQa'i    Ty    oixovof&iqi    Tyc    %txpiToc    ZXVTCV 
3ia  Tyc  (rapids  YI$  y   (TLKTTXTH:  i'4'  olvou  T£  xxi  xpTcu  tVr/,  To 

T&V      7r£7TtTT£VX,dTUV      XZTXKptVX{££VC<;,      X~      XV      TV,      TTpb^      TO 

6     XvQpUTTOC    TYjC    MotVOtff'lXG     (ASTQ%Og     "/WQITC.      TiZVTX     Sf 

Tyq  euhoyiatf  $uvx{4£t  Trpci;  sxs'ivo  [££TXTTOI%£IUTX(;  TUV 
TW  Qvriv).  It  was  henceforth  impossible  for  any 
other  theory  to  outbid  this  one,  which  followed  the  practice. 
It  is  the  foundation  for  all  farther  developments,  especially  the 
liturgical,  and  is  responsible  for  nominally  Christian  heathenism. 
//  sprang  from  Gregory  the  "spiritualist",  the  disciple  of  Ori- 
genl  It  explains  why  all  purer  science  necessarily  ceased.  No 
independent  theology  could  long  hold  its  ground  side  by  side 
with  such  an  intoxicating  speculation.1  For  the  rest,  Gregory 
did  not  teach  transubstantiation  in  the  later  Western  sense. 
According  to  him  only  the  form  (it  doc)  of  the  elements,  not  the 
substance,  was  changed.  His  theory  is  therefore  rightly  described 
as  one  of  transformation.  Nor  was  he  quite  clear  about  the 
relation  of  the  eucharistic  to  the  real — transfigured — body.  He 
did  not  entertain  the  idea  of  a  complete  identity,  but  only  of 
a  qualitative  unity.  The  consecrated  elements  were  qualitatively 
identical  with  the  body,  which  the  Logos  had  employed  as  his 
organ. 

1    Catech.  niagna  37,  Steitz  X.,  pp.  435 — 446. 
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Chrysostom,  on  the  contrary,  spoke  of  a  complete  identity, 
and  did  not  shrink  from  the  boldest  and  most  repugnant  ex 
pressions.  "  In  proof  of  his  love  he  has  given  us  the  body 
pierced  with  nails,  that  we  might  hold  it  in  our  hands  and  eat 
it;  for  we  often  bite  those  whom  we  love  much"^  "Christ 
permits  us  to  glut  ourselves  on  his  flesh."  Chrysostom  won't 
remove  our  horror  of  cannibalism  by  spiritualising  the  rite.  "  In 
order  then  that  the  disciples  might  not  be  afraid,  he  drank  first, 
and  thus  introduced  them  undismayed  into  the  Communion  of 
his  mysteries;  therefore  he  drank  his  own  blood."  "Reflect, 
that  the  tongue  is  the  member  with  which  we  receive  the 
awful  sacrifice."  "Our  tongue  is  reddened  by  the  most  awful 
blood."  "He  has  permitted  us  who  desire  it  not  merely  to 
see,  but  to  touch  and  eat  and  bury  our  teeth  in  his  flesh,  and 
to  intermingle  it  with  our  own  being."  The  fact  that  at  the 
same  time  the  benefit  contained  in  the  Lord's  Supper  is  described 
as  being  perceived  by  the  mind,  a  vo^rov,  hardly  affects  the 
result,  for  of  course  the  body,  however  real,  of  a  God  is  a 
vovirov.  Like  Gregory,  Chrysostom  speaks  of  a  refashioning  and 
transforming  ((AST»ppvQ(Ai%eiv  and  (4,eT»<rx6U&%6tv)  of  the  elements, 
which  Christ,  the  Holy  Ghost,  effects  through  the  priest  by  means 
of  the  invocation — not  of  the  words  of  institution  which  do  not 
constitute  the  medium  among  the  Greeks.  Very  instructive, 
moreover,  is  the  reference  to  the  Incarnation.  "The  Church 
sees  the  Lord  lying  in  the  crib  wrapped  in  swaddling-clothes — 
an  awful  and  wonderful  spectacle ;  for  the  Lord's  table  takes 
the  place  of  the  crib,  and  here  also  lies  the  body  of  the  Lord, 
not  wrapped  in  swaddling-clothes,  but  surrounded  on  all  sides 
by  the  Holy  Ghost."  Chrysostom,  accordingly,  went  decidedly 
farther  in  this  point  also  than  Gregory,  with  whom  he  agreed 
in  the  assumption  of  an  essentially  corporeal  effect  of  the 
participation. 3 

1     Horn.  24  in   i   ep.  ad.  Cor.  c.  4. 

-  Horn,  de  bealo  Philogono  3;  see  Steitz  X.,  pp.  446—462,  from  whom  also 
the  above  quoted  passages  are  taken. 

3  Compare  also  the  offensive  expressions  of  Theodoret  ( Interpret,  in  cant,  cantic. 
c.  3,  Opp.  II.,  p.  89  Schulze):  01  roivvv  Miovrtf  rov  vvpfytov  TX  \j.i*.y  xxi  7rivovre$ 
ecvTov  ro  xl/tz  rt)5  7«jt4<x5f5  XVTOV  Tvy%zvova-t  xoiviavixf.  But  the  same  author 
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To  Dionysius,  who  was  thoroughly  Neoplatonic,  the  ethical 
central  notion  consists  in  mystical  union  [—  deans  (deification) 
—  xtpoftoiuffH;  (likeness)  -\-svung  (union)].  The  complicated 
"hierarchies"  in  heaven  and  in  the  Church — "  purifying,  illumin 
ating,  perfecting  "  =  deacons,  priests,  and  bishops — act  as  inter 
mediaries.  This  they  accomplish  by  the  mysteries  which  like 
wise  are  graded;  to  the  bishops  is  reserved  the  consecration 
of  the  priests,  the  consecration  of  the  anointing  oil  and  of  the 
altar.  So  the  Lord's  Supper,  as  in  the  case  of  Cyril  of  Jerusa 
lem,  is  no  longer  treated  apart ;  it  has  its  place  along  with  five 
other  mysteries.  Dionysius  was  enabled  to  evolve  a  mystical 
doctrine  dealing  with  each  mystery  by  a  close  examination  of 
its  ritual  performance.  A  deeper  sense  is  given  to  each  little 
detail;  it  has  a  symbolical  significance;  "symbolical"  is  indeed 
not  a  strong  enough  term.  There  is  really  a  mystery  present; 
but  this  conception  does  not  prevent  the  expert  in  mysteries 
from  after  all  regarding  everything  as  the  covering  of  a  single 
inner  process :  the  return  of  the  soul  from  multiplicity  to  unity, 
from  finitude  and  disunion  to  the  ocean  of  the  divine  beingf. 

o 

The  Eucharist  which  accompanies  and  completes  the  process 
contributes  to  that  which  was  begun  in  baptism.  The  liturgical 
performance  is  rendered  symbolical  in  every  part.  Moreover, 
the  consecrated  elements  are  themselves  treated  as  symbols. 
The  realistic  view  of  Chrysostom  is  not.  found  in  Dionysius. 
The  realism  consists,  so  to  speak,  in  the  fixity  and  integrity 
of  the  liturgical  performance.  Otherwise  it  is  true  of  the  Lord's 
Supper,  what  Dionysius  says  generally  of  all  mysteries :  "  The 
majority  of  us  do  not  believe  in  what  is  said  regarding  the 
divine  mysteries;  for  we  only  see  them  through  the  sensible 
symbols  attached  to  them.  We  ought  to  strip  the  symbols  off 
and  behold  them  by  themselves  when  they  have  become  naked 
and  pure ;  for  thus  seeing  them  we  should  revere  the  spring  of 
life  pouring  into  itself,  both  beholding  it  existing  by  itself  and 
being  a  kind  of  single  force,  simple,  self-moved,  self-acting,  not 
abandoning  itself,  but  furnishing  the  science  of  all  sciences,  and 

writes    (Dial.    Inconfus.):    oi/5£    n/xp    fierce   rov  xyixo-pov  TX  [tuo-Tix 
oixei'xs    \\tffraereu    (puysu;.    psvei    n/xp    eirt    rtjf    irpoTepets  ovtr/xs  xxi  TOV 

XXI    TOU    t"tSoVf    XXI    OpXTX    fO-Tl    XXI    X7TTX,    olx    XXI    ITfQTSfOV    VJV. 
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ever  itself  seen  by  itself."  l  And  it  is  characteristic  that  it  was 
precisely  the  consecration  of  the  monk  which  constituted  the 
highest  mystery.  Nothing  but  the  tradition  of  the  Church  pre 
vented  Dionysius  ranking  it  actually  above  the  Eucharist.  Diony- 
sius  does  not  discuss  the  Eucharistic  sacrifice  at  all.  " 

The  following  period  was  set  the  task  of  combining  the  crass 
realism  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa  and  Chrysostom  with  the  ritualism 
of  Dionysius,  without  at  the  same  time  wholly  destroying  the 
hidden  spiritual  element  which  depreciated  all  rites  in  compa 
rison  with  the  inner  feeling  and  exaltation.  But  from  the  be 
ginning  of  the  fifth  century  conceptions  of  the  Eucharist  were 
very  decidedly  influenced  by  the  Christological  differences.  If 
the  conception  of  the  Eucharist  was  connected  with  that  of  the 
Incarnation,  then  it  could  not  be  a  matter  of  indifference  to 
the  former,  whether  in  the  latter  the  two  natures  were  held  to 
be  fused  in  one  or  to  remain  separate.  Monophysttes  and 
Orthodox,  however,  had  akvays  been  and  remained  of  one 
mind  regarding  the  Lord  's  Supper.  Cyril  argued  over  and  over 
again  from  the  Lord's  Supper  in  support  of  the  Incarnation 
and  vice  versa,  and  it  was  strictly  due  to  him  that  the  Church 
learned  the  connection  between  the  two  and  never  lost  it. 
Even  Leo  I.  can  discuss  it.  a  Nay,  the  incorruptibility  of  the 
Eucharistic  body  was  now  accepted  without  question,  while  this 
view,  when  applied  to  the  Incarnation,  was  called,  at  least  in 
later  times,  Aphthartodoketism.  Cyril  had  no  fixed  doctrinal 
formula  for  the  Lord's  Supper;  he  did  not  go  so  far  as  Chry 
sostom.  4  But  since  the  body  was  to  him,  because  of  the  one 


1  Dionys.  ep.  9,  I  ed.  Corder  (1755)  I.,  p.  612:  '"AT/o-rot/^fv  o/7roAAo< 
rtav  Qituv  ijUHTTyp/wv  Aoyoif  Seta/ieGx  yxp  povov  xvrx  Six  TUV  TrpotnretyvxoTuv  xvTolt; 
xio-QyTuv  ffvupoAuv.  Ae7  Se  xxt  xiroSvvTxi;  xurx  1$'  SXVTUV  yv/ivx  xdti  xxQxpx 
yevopevec  t$e7v  ouru  yxp  xv  ieupevoi  o-etyQeiyptv  Tryyyv  %w%t;  elf  sxvryv  %fo^fvtjv 
xxi  !<£'  exvr^i;  eerruirxv  opuvref  x,xi  pi'xv  nvx  Svvecpiv,  xirAyv,  xi/TOxtvyTOv  ot-jTOf- 
vepyyTOV,  eavryv  oitx  X7rohei7rov<rxv,  «AA*  yvwffiv  vxa-iSv  yvwo-fuv  VTrxpxova-xv,  nut 
xsi  $S  exvryt;  exuTyv  Qeu/tevtiv. 

-    Monchsweihe   de   eccles.  hierarch.  I.  6,  Abendmahl  1.  c.  I.  3,     pp.   187  —  198; 
on  Dionysius'  whole  teaching  on  the  Sacraments,  see  Steitz  XI.,  pp.  216  —  229. 

3  EP.  59. 

4  On  the  doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper  as  held  by  Theodore,  Theodoret,  Nesto- 
rius,    and    Pseudo-Chrysostom,    see    Steitz    XII  ,  pp.  217—  435.     Theodoret  can  be 
described    with    most  reason    as  a  believer  in  the  symbolical  character  of  the  rite. 
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nature  made  flesh  (fiitx.  <pv<ri<;  crstrxpxufAev))),  God's  body,  it  was 
in  the  full  sense  of  the  term  "life-giving"  (%uoiroifa).  Accordingly 
he  also  maintained  that  it  was  not,  as  Nestorius  taught,  the 
body  of  a  man  that  lay  on  the  altar,  but  the  body  of  God.  l 
When  we  partake  of  the  flesh  of  Christ,  he  implants  it  in  us; 
he  does  not  thereby  become  man  in  us — this  mystical  inference 
is  rejected, — but  our  body  is  transformed  and  becomes  im 
mortal.  We  do  not  yet  find  in  Cyril,  however,  the  contention 
that  the  real  body  of  Christ  is  present  in  the  eucharistic  body ; 
it  is  rather  only  an  operative  presence  that  is  meant;  the  eucha 
ristic  body  is  identical  in  its  effects  with  the  real. 2  It  was  the  strict 
Monophysites  who  could  bring  the  eucharistic  and  the  earthly 
body  quite  closely  together,  because  they  also  held  the  earthly 
body  to  be  imperishable ;  3  while  the  Severians  still  kept  the 
two  apart.  But  even  the  strict  Monophysites  did  not,  so  far  as 
is  known,  advance  beyond  identity  in  operative  power. 4  The 
decisive  step  was  taken  in  the  age  of  the  orthodox  renaissance 
under  the  shield  of  Aristotle,  accordingly  by  the  scholastics  of 
the  sixth  century.  Here  we  have  above  all  and  first  to  name 
Eutychius,  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  in  the  time  of  Justinian. 
He  based  his  view  "  on  the  conception  derived  from  the  system 
of  Dionysius,  that  the  cause  exists  by  itself  apart  from  its  effects, 
but  multiplies  itself  potentially  in  them  and  enters  wholly  into 
each,  and  proved  that  the  ascended  body  abides  complete  [in 
substance]  and  undivided  in  itself  [in  heaven],  and  yet  is  re 
ceived  completely  by  each  communicant  in  the  portion  of 
bread  dispensed  to  him."  Eutychius  teaches  a  real  multipli 
cation  of  one  and  the  same  body  of  Christ  in  its  antitypes — for 
as  such  he  still  describes  the  consecrated  elements;  but  this 

Yet  on  the  other  hand  it  was  maintained  in  the  school  of  Theodore,  in  order  to 
separate  deity  and  humanity  in  Christ,  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper  the  humanity  of 
the  Redeemer  is  received.  This  was  very  stoutly  and  acutely  opposed  by  Leon- 
tius  (in  Mai,  Vet.  Script,  nova  coll.  VI.,  p.  312)  and  that  as  a  deification  of  man. 

1  Ep.  12  ad  Ccelest. 

2  On  Cyril,  see  Steitz  XII.,  pp.  235 — 245.     Nilus  held  the  same  view,  1.  c.,  pp. 
245—248. 

3  Anastasius    Sinaita   made    experiments    to  refute  them,  demonstrating  that  the 
consecrated  host  actually  did  decay;  Steitz  XII.,  pp.  215,  271  f. 

4  Steitz  XII.,  pp.  248—256. 
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multiplication  is  not  one  of  substance,  but  of  power.  At  any 
rate  the  separate  existence  of  the  eucharistic  body  side  by  side 
with  the  real  is  here  for  the  first  time  given  up.  '  Even  before 
this,  Isidore  of  Pelusium  had  demonstrated  that  the  eucharistic 
body  passed  through  the  same  stages  of  deification  (Qscctrit;)  as 
the  real.  "It  is  partaken  as  capable  of  suffering  and  mortal; 
for  it  is  broken  and  is  bruised  by  our  teeth;  yet  it  is  not 
destroyed,  but  is  transformed  in  the  communicant  into  the 
immortal  body."  : 

John  of  Damascus  settled  this  question  also.3  In  the  I3th 
chapter  of  Book  IV.  of  his  system  of  doctrine  he  gave  a  theory 
of  the  mysteries — Baptism  and  the  Lord's  Supper — based  on 
that  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  but  at  the  same  time  he  was  the 
first  to  perfect  the  conception  of  the  identity  of  the  eucharistic 
and  the  real  body  of  Christ.  John  begins  with  the  corruption 
of  humanity  and  the  Incarnation.  From  the  latter  we  obtain 
the  new  birth  and  the  twofold  food,  that  we  may  become  sons 
and  heirs  of  God.  The  birth  and  food  required  to  be  spiritual 
as  well  as  corporeal,  for  we  are  both.  As  regards  the  food, 
he  himself  in  the  last  night  ate  the  ancient  passover,  and  then 
gave  the  New  Testament.  God  is  all  powerful  and  creates  by 
word  and  spirit.  As  he  sent  forth  the  light,  as  his  spirit  formed 
a  body  from  the  flesh  of  the  virgin  and  without  seed,  so  the 
same  spirit,  falling  like  rain  on  the  field,  changes  bread  and 
wine  into  the  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ;  an  analogy  drawn 
from  the  process  of  nourishment  as  in  Gregory  of  Nyssa.  We 
may  ask  here  as  Mary  did :  How  can  that  be  ?  And  we  must 
once  more  answer :  The  Holy  Spirit  comes  upon  it.  And  in 
fact  God  has  taken  for  his  purpose  the  commonest  things  that 
we  through  the  common  and  natural  may  be  transplanted  into 
the  supernatural.  But  he  now  writes  :  "  The  body  is  truly  made 
one  with  the  deity,  the  body  ivhich  came  from  the  holy  virgin, 

1    Steitz  XII.,  pp.  214,  256 — 262. 

•    Steitz  XII.,  pp.  215,  262  ff. 

:t  On  the  mystics  before  him  and  after  Dionysius,  and  their  in  part  significant 
modification  of  the  ideas  of  Dionysius  under  the  influence  of  Aristotle,  see  Steitz.  XI., 
pp.  229—253.  How  closely  the  Trinity,  Incarnation,  and  Eucharist  were  conceived 
to  be  connected,  in  the  yth  century,  may  be  seen  from  the  Confession  of  Macarius 
of  Antioch  at  the  sixth  Council,  Mansi  XI.,  p.  350  sq. 
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not  that  the  body  which  was  assumed  comes  down  from  heaven, 
but  the  very  bread  and  wine  are  transformed  into  the  body  and 
blood  of  God.  And  if  you  ask  how  this  happens,  it  is  enough 
for  you  to  hear  that  it  is  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  just  as  the  Lord 
also  by  the  Holy  Spirit  assumed  flesh  for  himself  and  in  him 
self."  l  In  what  follows  the  view  is  expressly  rejected  that  it 
is  a  different  body  of  Christ  that  is  in  question  :  there  are  not 
two  bodies,  but  one.  Further:  "The  bread  and  wine  are  not 
types  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  ;  not  so,  but  the  very 
body  of  the  Lord  deified.  ";  The  bread  of  the  communion  is 
not  simple  bread,  but  is  united  with  the  deity  ;  it  has  accordingly 
two  natures.  The  body  united  with  the  deity  is,  however,  not 
one  nature,  but  the  one  is  that  of  the  body,  the  other  that  of 
the  deity  combined  with  it,  so  that  the  two  together  constitute 
not  one  nature  but  two.  Only  the  not  yet  consecrated  elements, 
moreover,  are  to  be  called  "antitypes";  in  this  way  Basil  also 
used  the  word  (!).  The  mystery,  however,  is  called  "participa 
tion  "  because  through  it  we  possess  a  share  in  the  deity  of 
Jesus,  but  "communion"  first,  because  we  have  communion  with 
Christ,  and  secondly,  because  by  the  holy  food  we  are  united 
with  one  another,  one  body  of  Christ,  members  in  his  body, 
and  therefore  of  one  another.  Therefore  we  have  anxiously  to 
watch  lest  we  "  participate  "  with  heretics,  or  allow  them  to 
"participate"  with  us.  Finally,  it  is  still  to  be  noticed  that, 
according  to  John,  the  sacred  food  was  not  subject  to  the 
natural  processes  in  the  body. 

This  is  the  classical  doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the 
Greek  Church  up  to  the  present  day.  By  the  Holy  Ghost  bread 
and  wine  are  received  into  the  body  of  Christ.  The  eucharistic 
body  is  that  which  was  born  of  the  virgin,  not,  however,  by  a 
transubstantiation,  as  if  the  body  of  Christ  descended  suddenly 
from  heaven  and  took  the  place  of  the  elements,  but  by  trans- 


1  'Su/^x    etrnv    xAtjius    yvtupevov    SeoTttTi,    rb    ex.    ryt  xyixs  xxpievov  <r<aitx,  ov% 
'on  TO  avxhytyiev  ffUfj.x  e%  oi/pxvov  xxTsp%£Txt,  «AA'  'oTt  XVTOS  6  xpTOf  xxl  oivo?  fjierx- 
iroio&vTxi   elf  ffufix  xxt  xlfix  ®eov.  el  $e  rov  rp67rov  £7r<^jjTs7$,  •*£>$  yiverxi,  xpxei  <roi 
axovffxi,    'tin,  Six  Trvevuxrof  xyiou,  u<rirep  xxt  e%  T%G  xyixt  Qeordxov  Six  irvevpxroi; 
oeyiov  exvTta  xxl  ev  exvTHa  6  xvpto$  ffxpxx  vTreo'Ttjo'XTO. 

2  Oiix    'trri    rviros    6    xpro$    xxi    6    oivo$  TOV  irui4XTO$  xxt  x7fj.xTo^  XpiffroS-  pit 
yevotro,  «AA'  XUTO  TO  ffupx  TOV  xvpfov  Te$ewpevov. 
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formation  and  assumption,  just  as  in  the  Incarnation.  The  bread- 
body  is  received  into  the  real  body  and  is  thus  identical  with 
it. '  That  is  the  last  word  of  the  Greek  Church — only  now  was 
the  mystery  perfect.  Only  now  was  the  real  presence  of  the 
true  body  originated,  the  doctrine  which  the  Churches  of  to-day, 
except  the  Reformed,  wrongly  assign  to  antiquity,  nay,  to  the 
Apostolic  age  itself.  It  is  true  that  Scholastics  and  Mystics  have 
taught  much  that  was  original  on  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the 
Greek  Churches  since  John ;  spiritualism  also  was  not  abolished ; 
but  the  history  of  dogma  can  give  no  place  to  these  individual 
pronouncements. "  The  sacrificial  character  and  the  reference 
to  the  crucifixion,  which  are  so  strikingly  neglected  by  John, 
were  again  made  prominent  in  after  times.  3  The  physical  and 
liturgical  miracle  was  never,  however,  so  logically  analysed  or 
reduced  to  the  categories  of  being  and  phenomenon,  substance 
and  accident,  in  the  Greek  Church  as  in  the  West.  Attempts 
at  this  were  made ;  but  they  never  obtained  any  far-reaching 
importance  in  the  official  doctrine.  The  second  Nicene  Council 
of  A.D.  787  took  its  stand  on  the  conception  of  John.  The 
last  exclamations  of  the  assembled  Fathers  were :  "  Whoever 
does  not  confess  that  Christ,  on  the  side  of  his  humanity,  has 
an  unlimited  form,  let  him  be  anathema.  May  the  memory  of 
Germanus  (of  Constantinople)  and  of  John  (of  Damascus)  endure 
for  ever."  4 

1  Steitz  XII.,  pp.  216  f,  275—286. 

2  See    Steitz  XIII.,  pp.  3 — 66.     The  two  controversies  about  the  Lord's  Supper 
of  1155  and  1199  are  relatively  the  most  important. 

3  The    magical    view    of   the   Lord's    Supper    is    also    seen    in    the    practice  of 
children's    communion,    which    first   attested  by  Cyprian  (by  Leucius  ?),  became  the 
rule    in    the    East,  after  infant  Baptism  had  been  established.     Participation  in  the 
Lord's    Supper    was    even    held    to   be    absolutely    necessary ;    so  already  Cyprian, 
Testim.    III.    25.     See    the    Art.    "Communion    of  Children"   by   v.  Zezschwitz  in 
Herzog's  R.-Encykl.,  2nd  ed. 

4  See  Mansi  XIII.,  p.  398  sq.  and  Hefele  III.,  p.  473.     On  the  present  doctrine 
and  practice  of  the  Greek  Churches  as  regards  the  Eucharist,  see  Gass,  Symbolik, 
pp.    252 — 277.;    Kattenbusch    1.  c.    I.,    p.    410    ff.     There    as  also  in  the  Index  of 
Hefele's    Conciliengesch.    (esp.  Vol  III.  under  "Abendmahl",  "Messe")  we  obtain 
information  also  as  to  the  numerous  detailed  decisions  bearing  on  the  rite  (leavened 
bread,    etc.);    compare    Heineccius,    Abbildung    der    alten    und  neuen  griechischen 
Kirch  e,  1711. 
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§  2.      Christianity  of  the  Second  Rank. 

There  existed  in  Christendom,  ever  since  there  was  a  doctrina 
publica,    i.e.,    from    the    end    of  the    second    century,  a  kind  of 
subsidiary    religion,    one   of  the  second  rank,  as  it  were  subter 
ranean,   different  among  different  peoples,  but  everywhere  alike 
in  its  crass  superstition,  naive  doketism,  dualism,  and  polytheism. 
''When  religions  change,  it  is  as  if  the  mountains  open.  Among 
the    great   magic    snakes,    golden   dragons  and  crystal  spirits  of 
the   human    soul,    which    ascend    to    the  light,  there  come  forth 
all    sorts    of   hideous    reptiles    and    a    host    of  rats    and    mice." 
Every  new  religion  invigorates  the  products  of  the  ancient  one 
which    it   supersedes.     In    one  aspect  of  it  we  know  very  little 
of  the  "  Christianity  "  of  the  second  rank,  for  it  had  no  literary 
existence ; '    in    another   we  are  thoroughly  familiar  with  it ;  for 
we    only   need    to    set    before   us,    and    to    provide    with    a  few 
Christian   reminiscences,    the    popular    conditions   and  rites  with 
which    Christianity    came    in    contact    in  different  provinces, "  as 
also    the    tendencies,    everywhere  the  same,  of  the  superstitious 
mob,    tendencies    inert   in    the    moral    sphere,    exuberant   in  the 
realm    of  fancy.     Then    we    have   this  second-class  Christianity. 
It  consisted  in  worship  of  angels — demigods  and  demons,  reve 
rence  for  pictures,  relics,  and  amulets,  a  more  or  less  impotent 
enthusiasm  for  the  sternest  asceticism — therefore  not  infrequently 
strictly    dualistic    conceptions — and    a    scrupulous   observance  of 
certain  things  held  to  be  sacred,  words,  signs,  rites,  ceremonies, 
places,  and  times.     There  probably  never  was  an  age  in  which 
Christendom    was    free    from    this    "Christianity",   just  as  there 
never  will  be  one  in  which  it  shall  have  been  overcome.     But 
in    the  fully  formed  Catholic  Church  as  it  passes  over  into  the 
Middle  Ages,  this  Christianity  was  not  only  dragged  along  with 
it   as    a   tolerated,    because    irremovable,    burden,  but  it  was  to 
a    very    large    extent  legitimised,  though  under  safeguards,  and 
fused    with  the  doctrina  publica.     Catholicism  as  it  meets  us  in 
Gregory   the    Great    and    in    the    final    decisions    of  the  seventh 

1    Yet  some  of  the  apocryphal  Gospels,  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  Apocalypses,  etc., 
come  under  this  head. 

-    The  works  of  Usener  and  Dieterich  (Next//*,  Leipzig,  1893)  are  valuable. 
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Council,  presents  itself  as  the  most  intimate  union  of  Christianity 
of  the  first  order  with  that  subterranean,  thoroughly  superstitious, 
and  polytheistic  "Christianity"  ;  and  the  centuries  from  the  third 
to  the  eighth  mark  the  stages  in  the  process  of  fusion,  which 
seems  to  have  reached  an  advanced  point  even  in  the  third 
and  was  yet  reinforced  from  century  to  century  to  a  most  ex 
traordinary  extent. 

It  is  the  business  of  the  historian  of  the  Church  and  of 
civilisation  to  describe  these  developments  in  detail,  and  to 
show  how  in  separate  provinces  the  ancient  gods  were  transform 
ed  into  Christian  saints,  angels,  and  heroes,  and  the  ancient 
mythology  and  cultus  into  Christian  mythology  and  local  worship. 
This  task  is  as  aesthetically  attractive  as  that  other  which  is 
closely  allied  to  it,  the  indication  of  the  remains  of  heathen 
temples  in  Christian  Churches.  The  temple  of  Mithras  which 
became  St.  George's  Church,  proves  that  St.  George  was 
Mithras ;  in  St.  Michael  the  ancient  Wotan  had  been  brought 
to  life  again,  just  as  Poseidon  in  St.  Nicholas;  the  different 
"mothers  of  God",  who  were  honoured  with  all  sorts  of  sacred 
offerings — one  preferred  fruits,  another  animals — only  show  that 
Demeter,  Venus,  Juno,  and  countless  other  great  mothers  and 
holy  or  unholy  virgins,  had  merged  in  the  one  mother. — The 
provincial  calendars  and  various  "Church  Years"  conceal  sig 
nificant  reminiscences  from  the  old  heathen  times.  Here,  how 
ever,  we  are  only  interested  in  the  questions  of  principle,  how 
far  all  this  had  forced  its  way  into  the  doctrina  publica,  and 
how  it  was  possible  for  that  religion,  whose  strong  point  had 
once  been  a  horror  of  idols,  to  admit  this  stuff  as  something 
sacred. 

As  regards  the  second  question,  the  points  of  contact  existed 
in  the  doctrina  publica  itself.  The  following  may  have  been 
the  most  important.  In  the  first  place,  the  doctrina  had  been 
constructed  by  the  aid  of  Greek  and  Roman  intellectual  culture 
and  philosophy.  These,  however,  were  connected  by  a  thousand 
ties  with  mythology  and  superstition,  which  were  not  got  rid 
of  by  assigning  a  "  noumenon "  to  everything.  We  need  only 
recall  the  single  instance  of  Origen  to  see  that  the  father  of 
free  and  spiritual  theology  was  at  the  same  time  the  patron  of 
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every  superstition  that  would  admit  of  receiving  the  least  grain 
of  spiritual  contents.  Secondly,  the  doctrina  publica  sanctioned 
the  Old  Testament.  Before  this,  indeed,  and  even  to  some 
extent  in  the  time  of  the  conflict  with  Gnosticism  great  pains 
had  been  taken  to  prove  that  the  Old  Testament  was  a  Christ 
ian  book,  and  to  allegorise  all  its  ceremonial  features.  But  the 
power  of  interpretation  had  weakened  more  and  more  in 
comparison  with  the  strength  of  the  letter.  What  a  wealth  was 
embraced  in  the  book  of  material  drawn  from  the  most  varied 
stages  of  religious  history  1  This  material  was  sacred.  No  one 
indeed  now  got  circumcised,  or  offered  bloody  sacrifices,  or 
refrained  from  eating  pork,  but  what  did  that  signify  if  every 
thing  else  gradually  came  somehow  or  other  to  be  accepted? 
From  the  third  century  the  Church  needed  infinitely  more  than 
a  doctrina  publica;  it  needed  a  sacred  constitution,  holy  priests 
and  a  holy  ritual.  The  Old  Testament  from  which  pretty 
nearly  anything  can  be  legitimised  also  legitimised  this.  Thus, 
side  by  side  with  revelation  in  the  form  of  sacred  doctrine, 
there  arose  an  indefinitely  increasing  mass  of  sacred  things 
which  could  be  justified  from  the  Old  Testament  alone.  For 
its  sake  the  old  strict  exclusion  of  the  literal  meaning  of  the 
book  and  of  its  ceremonies  was  abandoned,  slowly  indeed,  but 
surely.  At  first  the  attempt  was  made  to  proceed  circuitously, 
and  to  attribute  the  ceremonial  decrees  to  the  Apostles,  because 
men  were  still  unwilling  to  appeal  directly  to  the  Old  Testa 
ment  commands ;  but  they  then  became  bolder,  and  finally  felt 
no  scruple  about  using  the  Old  Testament  down  to  matters  of 
detail,  the  special  points  of  the  Temple  ritual — the  cherubim  being 
cited,  for  example,  in  support  of  the  right  to  worship  pictures. 
Thirdly,  the  sacred  rites  of  Baptism,  and  especially  of  the 
Eucharist,  offered  points  of  contact  for  the  intrusion  of  Christ 
ianity  of  the  second  rank  into  official  Christianity.  The 
public  doctrine  had  already,  at  a  very  early  date,  treated 
and  regarded  these  rites  as  mysteries  in  the  ancient  sense. 
Thus  the  door  was  thrown  wide  open  to  the  inrush  of  every 
thing  of  the  character  of  a  mystery,  magic,  liturgical 
miracles,  and  fetishes.  Fourthly,  devils  and  angels  had  played 
a  great  part  even  in  primitive  Christianity.  The  official  doc- 
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trine,  however,  at  first  paid  comparatively  little  heed  to  them; 
yet  they  had  always  employed  the  imagination  even  of  the 
most  enlightened.  Round  these  traditions  the  popular  concep 
tions  now  gathered,  and  the  doctrina  publica  was  almost  defence 
less  against  them.  When  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  the 
masses  streamed  into  the  Church,  it  was  not  in  a  position,  in 
spite  of  catechetical  instruction,  to  exercise  any  control  over 
them,  or  to  examine  the  (mental)  luggage  of  those  desiring 
admission.  Nay,  more,  the  monks,  who  in  the  same  period  had 
with  such  extraordinary  rapidity  obtained  full  charge  of  piety, 
moved  in  this  world  of  demons  and  angels,  and  cherished  the 
ancient  mythology  under  a  Christian  name.  To  live  in  the 
sphere  of  pure  and  impure  spirits,  to  be  visited,  refreshed, 
strengthened  by  the  former,  and  to  be  tempted  and  assailed 
by  the  latter,  soon  was  held  to  be  a  sign  of  a  heroic  Christ 
ianity;  and  to  this  the  official  doctrine  had  to  accommodate 
itself.  Besides  the  cultus,  men  obtained  their  edification  from 
a  pious  light  literature  whose  dualism  and  exotic  character 
might  lead  the  critic  to  assign  it  wrongly  to  the  Gnosticism  of 
the  second  century.  '  But  the  Church  was  perhaps  even  more 
strongly  influenced  by  the  Neoplatonic  doctrine  of  spirits.  In 
devoting  itself  to  a  lofty  intuition,  and,  like  the  Gnostics  of  old, 
seeing  between  God  and  the  world  hosts  of  graded  aeons  (angels) 
who  as  the  "  heavenly  hierarchy  " — in  reality  as  cosmical  powers 
—reduced  the  many  to  the  one,  this  doctrine  legitimised  the 
superstitious  and  barbarous  conceptions  of  demigods  and  genii. 
The  one  God,  whom  the  people  had  never  understood,  threat 
ened  to  disappear,  even  in  the  views  of  refined  theologians, 
behind  the  whole  complicated  intermediaries  who  appeared  more 
tangible  and  therefore  more  trustworthy.  Who  can  wonder 
that  now  the  cultured  Christian,  if  a  mystic,  also  preferred  in 
his  religious  difficulties  to  resort  to  these  courts  rather  than  to 
turn  directly  to  God?  If  the  supreme  God  had  appointed  and 
set  these  courts  between  himself  and  his  world,  then  it  would 

1  To  the  monks  there  fell  as  a  rule  in  the  East  the  role  of  mediators  between 
Christianity  of  the  first  and  second  rank.  They  perhaps  contributed  most  strongly 
to  the  transference  of  catchwords  of  the  former  into  the  latter,  and  of  the  spirit  of 
the  latter  into  the  former. 
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be  presumption  and  aimless  effort  to  ignore  them.  Only  the 
strict  ascetic  might  venture  that.  But  he  also  would  rather 
dwell  in  fancy  in  the  magnificent,  beautifully  ordered  world 
of  spirits,  where  the  golden  buckets  ascend ; r  he  would  rather 
picture  the  fulness  and  variety  of  the  immortal  life  than  dwell 
for  ever  on  the  desolate  and  terrifying  thought  of  the  One, 
who  was  so  incomprehensible,  that  not  even  his  Being  could 
be  conceived. 

Fifthly,  as  a  residuum  of  the  idea  that  all  Christians  were 
"saints",  and  that  the  Church  possessed  apostles,  prophets,  and 
spiritual  teachers,  the  conviction  had  remained  that  there  had 
been  a  Heroic  Age,  and  that  those  who  had  then  won  a  name 
for  themselves  were  "  saints ".  They  were  added  to  the  Patri 
archs  and  Old  Testament  Prophets,  and  they  continued  to 
receive  successors  in  the  martyrs  and  great  ascetics.  The  most 
cultured  theologians  had  already  set  up  theories  of  the  power 
of  these  heroes  to  intercede  with  God,  and  of  their  special 
relation  to  Christ.  The  anniversaries  of  the  birth  or  death  of 
the  saints  were  celebrated,  and  thus  they  offered  themselves  in 
the  most  natural  way  to  take  the  place  of  the  dethroned  gods 
and  their  festivals.  They  fell  into  line  with  the  angelic  powers, 
and  were  held  to  be  more  trustworthy  than  the  latter.  Among 
them  Mary  came  to  the  front,  and  the  course  of  the  develop 
ment  of  dogma  specially  favoured  her,  and  her  alone.  A  woman, 
a  mother,  made  her  appearance  in  proximity  to  the  deity;  and 
thus  at  last  it  became  possible  to  include  in  Christianity  the 
recognition  of  that  which  had  been  most  foreign  to  primitive 
Christianity — homage  paid  to  sex,  the  sacred,  the  divine,  in  a 
female  form.  The  Gospel  to  the  Hebrews  had  already,  indeed, 
made  the  Lord  say,  "My  mother  the  Holy  Ghost";  but  this 
thought  was  yet  sexless,  so  to  speak,  and  was  besides  never 
made  use  of  in  the  great  Church.  Mary  now  became  the 
mother,  the  bearer,  of  God. 

Sixthly,  from  the  earliest  times  the  Christians  had  looked  on 
death  as  holy ;  it  was  the  birth-hour  of  the  true  life ;  for  in 
this  world  life  meant  for  the  Christians  to  practise  dying,  and 
to  have  died  was  to  live  in  immortality.  Accordingly,  every- 

i    The  Manichaeans  held  a  similar  doctrine. 


CHAP,  iv.]  CHRISTIANITY   OF   SECOND   RANK  309 

thing  connected  with  blessed  death,  had  already  been  touched 
by  the  breath  of  immortality.  The  martyrs  exhaled  this  breath; 
therefore  their  very  bones  were  more  precious  than  gold  or 
jewels.  The  worship  of  the  dead  began  early,  and  only  a  few 
opposed  it.  The  heathen  use  of  fetishes  and  amulets  revived 
in  the  cultus  of  the  dead  and  of  relics ;  in  this  form  it  was  des 
titute  of  the  aesthetic  charm  which  antiquity  knew  how  to  give 
to  its  amulets  and  little  sanctuaries,  and  for  this  reason  the  re 
fined  taste  of  enthusiastic  Epigoni  rose  in  disgust  against  the 
veneration  of  bones  and  corpses  (see  Julian's  attacks).  But  the 
Christians  satisfied  themselves  from  the  contrast  between  the 
sensuous  appearance  and  its  religious  value  that  their  faith  was 
unique  and  elevated,  since  it  found  the  divine  in  the  very  dust 
and  fragments  of  death.  Therefore  they  were  certain  of  not 
being  heathen  in  revering  those  amulets  and  relics ;  for  heathen 
ism  sought  and  found  its  sacred  things  in  the  bloom  of  life, 
but  Christianity  in  death.  With  the  service  of  the  relics  was 
most  intimately  connected  the  veneration  of  the  saints,  and  the 
two  led  to  the  veneration  of  pictures  and  idols. 

For,  seventhly,  the  doctrina  publica,  as  has  been  shown  in 
our  whole  account,  contained  to  an  increasing  extent  the  im 
pulse  to  transform  the  (tdfyvit;  (doctrine)  into  mysteries ;  this 
impulse  it  followed  continually  in  the  treatment  of  the  Euchar 
ist.  But  in  doing  so,  it  opened  up  the  way  to  the  boundless 
desire  to  enjoy  the  holy  everywhere  and  with  the  whole  five 
senses,  and  it  then  obeyed  this  desire  itself.  The  Lord's  Supper 
became  the  centre  of  an  ever  extending  circle  of  material  sacred 
things  which  could  be  seen,  heard,  tasted,  smelt,  and  touched. 
The  religious  was  much  more  closely  connected  with  the 
material  than  with  the  moral.  That,  however,  meant  the  relapse 
to  religious  barbarism  and  the  worship  of  images.  This  might 
be  transfigured  in  poetry — everything  now  showed  a  trace  of 
God;  it  could  even  be  spiritualised  pantheistically — God  is  the 
world,  and  the  world  is  the  deity  revealed;  but  within  Christi 
anity  it  was  nothing  but  apostasy.  But  further,  the  senses 
which  seek  to  perceive  and  therefore  do  perceive  that  which 
is  holy,  become  dull  and  blind  in  presence  of  that  which  is 
actually  perceptible,  and  dazzle  the  reason.  The  reason  became 
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accustomed  to  a  fabulous  world  of  wonders,  and  more  and 
more  lost  all  rational  standards.  Even  the  most  cultured  Fathers 
from  the  fifth  century  ceased  to  be  capable  of  distinguishing 
between  the  real  and  unreal ;  they  were  defenceless  against  the 
most  absurd  tales  of  the  miraculous,  and  lived  in  a  world  of 
magic  and  enchantment.  Then  there  once  more  emerged 
practices  which  date  from  the  earliest  age  of  civilisation.  Sooth 
saying,  auguries,  examination  of  sacrifices,  inquiries  at  oracles 
of  every  sort : —  they  had  lost  their  name  and  their  ritual,  but 
they  were  now  revived  in  all  that  was  essential  as  Christian, 
though  in  new  forms.  Bibliomancy,  questioning  the  Bible  like 
a  book  of  oracles,  arose.  Synods  at  first  denounced  it,  but 
even  great  doctors  of  the  Church  favoured  the  evil  habit. 
Ordeals,  which  were  by  no  means  originated  by  the  Germans, 
came  into  vogue.  Two  clerics  of  North  Africa  were  suspected 
of  a  scandalous  act ;  both  denied  the  charge ;  one  must  have 
been  guilty;  Augustine  sent  them  over  sea  to  the  grave  of 
S.  Felix  of  Nola.  There  they  were  to  repeat  their  assertions ; 
Augustine  expected  that  the  saint  would  at  once  punish  the 
liar.  At  the  sixth  Council  a  Monothelite  offered  to  prove  the 
truth  of  his  confession  by  writing  it  and  placing  it  on  the 
breast  of  a  dead  man,  when  the  dead  would  rise  up.  The 
Fathers  of  the  Council  accepted  the  test.  In  cases  of  sickness 
questions  were  addressed  to  this  or  that  saint ;  the  patient  slept 
in  his  chapel;  on  certain  days  lodging  in  the  chapel  was  more 
effective  than  on  others,  etc.,  etc.  The  sources  of  the  fifth  to 
the  eighth  century  contain  hundreds  of  such  cases ;  not  only  did 
the  foolish  multitude  take  part  in  them,  but,  as  the  above 
passages  have  shown,  the  spiritual  leaders  themselves.  The 
impulse  to  mystagogy,  and  the  misguided  craving  to  feel  the 
proximity  of  the  deity,  without  being  or  becoming  a  new  man, 
were  to  blame  for  this  decline  and  fall.  Only  two  points  can 
be  cited.  First,  the  better  Christians  still  continued  to  seek 
and  find  an  object  of  thought  (voyrov}  in  the  thousand  liturgical 
sacred  things,  the  thought  and  its  envelopment  interchanged 
with  each  other  in  an  attractive  play.  Thus  these  men  defended 
themselves  against  the  charge  of  worshipping  idols.  Secondly, 
the  honour  to  be  assigned  to  idols  was  and  continued  to  be 
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uncertain ;  it  was  not  equal  to  that  of  God  or  of  Jesus  Christ 
or  to  the  authority  of  Holy  Scripture,  and  one  might  even  finally 
disown  them;  any  one  might  confine  himself  to  the  doctrina 
publica,  and  privately  interpret  in  his  own  way  its  sensuous 
and  magical  portions,  if  only  he  did  not  attack  them.  But  the 
poor  common  people  knew  nothing  of  this  secret  privilege  of 
the  learned,  nor  might  they  share  in  it.  And  even  scholars 
were  themselves  burdened  with  an  immense  amount  of  stuff  to 
which  they  had  to  dedicate  their  piety.  It  is  the  same  to-day. 
The  pious  regard  which  is  required  by  the  whole  complex  of 
ecclesiasticism,  intimately  interwoven  as  it  is  with  nationality, 
restricts  the  capacity  to  win  independent  power  in  religion, 
and  to  take  earnestly  and  devoutly  what  is  really  earnest  and 
holy.  No  religion  gains  anything  through  time;  it  only  loses. 
If  a  hurricane  does  not  pass  over  it  and  purify  it  again  and 
again,  it  gets  stifled  in  its  own  withered  foliage.  No  hurricane 
has  yet  swept  over  the  Churches  of  the  East.  And  yet  they 
possess  in  the  Gospel,  which  they  too  read,  an  element  of 
movement  which  perhaps  in  some  future  time  will  bring  life  to 
the  dry  bones. 

On  the  worship  of  angels,  see  Vol.  III.,  Chap.  IV.  and  Schwane, 
Dogmengeschichte  II.,  pp.  299 — 328.  The  seventh  general  Synod 
decided  that  angels  must  also  be  portrayed  because  they  were 
finite  in  form,  and  had  appeared  to  many  in  a  human  shape. 
The  theologoumenon  of  Dionysius,  who  was  not  the  first  to 
teach  it,  concerning  the  nine  choirs  of  angels,  obtained  general 
acceptance.  The  conception  of  the  manifold  guardian  ministry 
of  the  angels  became  more  and  more  important.  Even  Schwane 
confesses  here:  "the  doctrine  that  every  man  possessed  such  a 
guardian  spirit  appears  to  have  been  allied  to  the  old  heathen 
idea  of  genii,  but  was  also  founded  on  Holy  Scripture"  (p.  3!5)- 
The  worship  and  invocation  of  angels  became  established;  but 
the  Church  held  in  principle  to  the  position  that  the  angelic 
cultus  was  not  identified  with  the  worship  of  God. ' 

1  On  the  extension  of  angel-worship  we  have  an  interesting  bit  of  evidence  as 
early  as  the  fourth  century  in  Didymus,  De  trinit.  II.  7,  p.  250  (ed.  Mingarelli): 
A/o  fisrx  TXS  kuti^fixf  xxt  olxoi  evxrypiot  rw  ®fu>  ri}?  TT potty opixi;  vpwv  (scil.  of 
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In  reference  to  the  Saints,  Cyril  says  in  his  fifth  mystagogic 
catechism  (c.  9)  ;  "  Then  we  also  remember  those  who  have 
already  fallen  asleep,  first  the  Patriarchs,  Prophets,  Apostles, 
and  martyrs,  that  God  through  their  prayers  and  intercession 
may  accept  our  supplication."  So  also  Augustine.  This  circle 
was  extended  after  the  fifth  century  by  the  addition  of  holy 
bishops,  monks,  and  nuns.  The  power  of  the  Saints  to  intercede 
was  always  the  reason  why  honour  and  invocation  (r/^vj  xxi 
sTTixhyvit:)  were  due  to  them.  The  ancient  little  martyr-chapels 
of  the  saints  now  became  great  Churches.  The  complete  apo 
theosis  of  the  saints  was  denied  in  principle.  The  offerings 
brought  on  the  anniversaries  of  Saints  and  Martyrs  were  always 
meant  for  God.  But  the  connecting  of  the  service  of  the  Saints 
with  the  eucharistic  sacrifice  gave  the  former  an  extraordinary 
value.  Banquets  were  regularly  held  on  their  anniversaries  — 
a  genuinely  heathen  custom,  and  in  vain  did  men  like  Ambrose, 
Augustine,  and  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  inveigh  against  them. 
The  ideas  of  the  communion  of  the  Saints,  and  its  typical 
import  —  every  class  gradually  obtained  its  Saint  —  were  certainly 
very  valuable,  and  in  this  sense  the  worship  of  the  Saints  was 
not  entirely  unjustifiable  ;  but  the  harm  was  greater  than  the 
benefit.  The  worship  of  God  suffered,  and  crass  superstition 
was  introduced,  especially  in  connection  with  the  relics.  This 
was  first  perceived  by  the  Gallican  priest  Vigilantius  who  had 
witnessed  the  gross  disorder  prevalent  at  the  sacred  sites  of 
Palestine.  '  Vigilantius  (end  of  the  fourth  century)  went  to  the 
roots  of  the  worship  of  the  Saints  with  his  criticism,  not  only 
disputing  the  power  of  their  intercession,  but  denying  its  exist 
ence,  since  the  Saints  were  not  yet  in  heaven  with  Christ. 
Against  him  Jerome  maintained  (c.  Vigil.  6)  a  "  ubique  esse  " 
of  the  saints,  Apostles,  and  Martyrs,  since  they  were  wherever 


the  angels)  eTruvv^oi,  w  evxpetrTOS  %vvupis  xpftxyyehuv,  OUK  sv  fj.6vou$  TX~I$ 

y.xi  tTTfvuTrois  i$ix  xxi  oixi'ai$  xxi  xypo7t;  ISpv&tjirxv,  xpvtrta  xxi  xpyvpta  y  xxi 
Ti  xoffityQevTSG'  'ixyiv  re  ol  xvjpwTrot  xxi  sif  TX  xiruTepu  T%$  fvfyxx/j,evt)$ 
%(tipix  TX  e%ovTX  olov  wt;  irpvTxvix  eTrirsvy^iXTtav  TX  evxrtjpix  Tfp 
oux  oxvovvTSf  xxt  ireAxyos  $ix*x@e7v  %v  Seat  ^xxpov  .  .  .  w; 
fi/voixf  iJ.lv  TVIS  irtpi  Ttjv  Trpftrfisfxv  XTTO  vpuv,  pfTovirixs  51  rfa  TWV 
ToC  ev  xyxScav  Trxpx  TOV  ®eov. 

1    Jerome  c.  Vigilant,  and  ep.  ad  Riparium. 


CHAP,  iv.]  WORSHIP   OF   SAINTS   AND   RELICS  3  I  3 

Christ  was.  Augustine  also,  who  refers  to  similar  contentions, 
showed  that  the  Saints  continued  to  have  the  power  and  the 
will  to  participate  in  earthly  things.  Vigilantius  had  rightly 
perceived  the  danger  of  an  actual  fusion  of  the  service  of  God 
and  of  the  Saints,  and  his  attack  resulted,  at  least,  in  a  sharper 
distinction  being  drawn  in  theory.  This  was  also,  however,  done 
by  the  Greeks ;  they  reserved  worship  (Axrpstix)  to  God,  and 
described  the  veneration  of  the  Saints,  in  language  already  used 
by  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  as  a  becoming  honour  (ripy  v^TiKy}. ' 
Most  offensive  was  the  worship  of  relics. 2  It  flourished  to  its 
greatest  extent  as  early  as  the  fourth  century,  and  no  Church  doctor 
of  repute  restricted  it.  All  of  them  rather,  even  the  Cappadocians, 
countenanced  it.  The  numerous  miracles  which  were  continually 
wrought  by  bones  and  relics  seemed  to  confirm  their  worship. 
The  Church  therefore  would  not  give  up  the  practice,  although 
a  violent  attack  was  made  upon  it  by  a  few  cultured  heathens, 
and  besides  by  Manichaeans.  Moreover,  in  the  Church  itself  a 
scanty  opposition  arose  here  and  there.  The  strict  Arians 
(Eunomians)  appear  to  have  been  more  backward  about  this 
worship  (c.  Vigil,  8),  and  Vigiiantius  assailed  the  worshippers 
of  relics,  with  Julian-like  acuteness,  though  he  was  moved  by 
the  thought  of  the  divine  worship  in  spirit  and  truth.  He  called 
the  adorers  of  relics  "suppliants  to  refuse  and  servants  of  idols." 
He  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  lights  kindled  before 
relics,  the  praying  and  kissing,  or  the  pomp  with  which  they 

1  Worship    was    more    and    more  paid  to  the  saints  as  ascetics  and  workers  of 
miracles.     Men    wished    to    receive  from  the  miracle-workers  what  they  praised  in 
the  ascetics ;  for  the  worship  was  not  platonic,  but  was  always  covetous.  The  great 
patterns    for  biographies  of  ascetics  were  the  Life  of  Anthony  by  Athanasius,  and 
the    Lives    of   the  Egyptian  monks  by  Jerome.     These  were  followed  in  the  West 
by   the  saintly  novels  on  Martin  of  Tours  by  Sulpicius  Severus,  and  the  Egyptian 
Tales    of  Johannes    Cassianus.     Comprehensive   works  soon  appeared  in  the  East, 
of  which  the  cp/Aofleo;  la-roptx  of  Theodoret,  the  Historia  Lausiaca  of  Palladius,  and 
the  corresponding  sections  of  Sozomen's  Church  History,  deserve  special  mention. 
The  MTro^eyiJ.XTx  of  Macarius  are  unique.     The  biographies  of  saints  and  martyrs 
of  the  Jacobites,  Copts  and  Abyssinians  are,  thanks  to  a  gloomy  and  desolate  fancy, 
particularly    repulsive.     We    need    only  here  mention  the  collection  (Simeon  Meta- 
phrastes)  and  the  ritual  use  of  the  biographies  (Menaen,  Synaxarien,  etc.). 

2  On    the    differences    between    East    and    West    in  the  cultus  of  the  relics,  see 
Sdralek,  Art.  Reliquien  in  Kraus,  Realencyklop.  der  Christl.  Alterthiimer. 
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were  surrounded  (c.  4).  But  that  did  as  little  good  as  his  un 
successful  attacks  on  pilgrimage  to  the  holy  sites  of  Palestine. 
Men  continued  to  seek  the  living  among  the  dead,  and  soon  it 
was  enjoined  as  an  universal  command  — and  first  in  the  West — 
that  every  altar  must  have  its  relics;  see  Canon  17  of  the  6th 
Synod  of  Carthage,  and  Canon  2  of  a  Parisian  Council  in  Hefele 
III.,  p.  70.  The  altar  was  no  longer  merely  the  table  of  the 
Lord,  but  at  the  same  time  the  memorial  of  some  Saint  or 
other.  Yet  in  France  it  was  still  necessary  for  a  long  time  to 
defend  the  practice  against  Vigilantius  who  had  obtained  no 
ally  in  Augustine,  although  that  great  theologian  well  knew 
that  God  required  a  spiritual  service. '  In  the  East,  after  Con- 
stantine  Copronymus  had  attacked  the  relics  along  with  the 
images,  their  worship  was  expressly  enjoined  by  the  seventh 
Synod ;  see  the  transactions  at  the  fourth  and  seventh  sittings 
(Hefele  III.,  pp.  466,  472)  as  also  the  seventh  Canon  of  the 
Council:  "As  every  sin  is  followed  by  others  in  its  train,  the 
heresy  of  the  iconoclasts  dragged  other  impieties  after  it.  They 
have  not  only  taken  away  the  sacred  pictures,  but  they  have 
abandoned  other  usages  of  the  Church,  which  must  now  be  re 
newed.  We  order  therefore  that  relics  be  deposited  with  the 
usual  prayers  in  all  temples  which  have  been  consecrated  without 
possessing  any.  But  if  in  future  a  bishop  consecrates  a  Church 
not  having  relics  he  shall  be  deposed."  On  the  worship  of 
saints  and  relics  in  the  modern  Greek  Church,  see  Gass,  Sym- 
bolik,  p.  310  ff.,  Kattenbusch  1.  c.  I.,  p.  465  f.  Along  with 
relics  and  pictures  the  sign  of  the  cross — this  from  an  early 
date  :  see  even  Justin — the  volume  of  the  Gospels,  the  eucharistic 
vessels  and  many  other  things  were  held  to  be  especially  holy. 
On  the  cross  and  the  form  in  which  it  was  to  be  made,  on 
which  great  stress  is  placed,  see  Gass,  p.  184  f. 

Mary  takes  the  first  place  among  the  saints.    She  came  into 

1  On  the  continued  influence  of  Vigilantius  in  France,  see  the  tractate  of  Faustus 
of  Reji  de  symbolo  (Caspari,  Quellen  IV.,  p.  273) ;  "  Ut  transeamus  ad  sanctorum 
communionem.  Illos  hie  sententia  ista  confundit,  qui  sanctorum  et  amicorum  dei 
cineres  non  in  honore  debere  esse  blasphemaiit,  qui  Leatorum  martyrum  gloriosam 
memoriam  sacrorum  reverentia  monumentorum  colendam  esse  non  credunt.  In 
symbolum  prsevaricati  sunt,  et  Christo  in  fonte  mentiti  sunt,  et  per  hanc  infidelitatem 
in  medio  sinu  vitse  locum  morti  aperuerunt." 
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notice  even  in  the  first  three  centuries.  l  So  early  began  the 
legends  and  aprocryphal  narratives  that  dealt  with  her;  her 
place  in  the  Symbol  next  the  Holy  Spirit  insured  a  lofty  position 
to  her  for  all  time.  Pierius,  Alexander  of  Alexandria,  and 
Athanasius,  already  called  her  mother  of  God,  and  her  virginity 
was  maintained  before,  during  and  after  the  birth,  the  birth 
itself  being  embellished  with  miracle,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
Gnostics.  But  Mary  obtained  her  chief,  her  positively  dog 
matic  significance  from  the  fact  that  the  dogma  of  the  Incar 
nation  became  the  central  dogma  of  the  Church.  Even  the 
arguments  of  Irenaeus  are  in  this  respect  very  significant  (Mary 
and  Eve) ;  but  it  was  only  from  the  fourth  century  that  the 
consequences  were  drawn.  It  would  lead  us  too  far  to  give 
here  a  history  of  mariolatry  even  in  outline. 3  The  orthodox 
Fathers  of  the  Greek  Church  in  the  fourth  century  were  still 
comparatively  reserved.  Ambrose  and  Jerome,  above  all,  in 
their  controversy  with  Jovinian,  initiated  the  Church  in  the 
worship  of  Mary. 3  Ambrose  who  exerted  so  strong  an  influence 
upon  Augustine  is  especially  to  be  mentioned  as  patron  of  this 
worship.  He  taught  that  Mary  took  an  active  share  in  the 
work  of  redemption,  and  already  applied  Gen.  III.,  3  to  the 
holy  virgin.  In  his  time,  again,  the  fables  about  Mary,  which 
had  long  been  in  existence,  began  to  be  recognised  as  author 
itative  in  the  Church.  All  that  had  been  sung  in  her  praise 
by  extravagant  Latin,  Greek,  and  Syrian  poets  and  novelists, 
was  consolidated  into  a  kind  of  doctrine.  It  was  believed  as 
early  as  the  end  of  the  fourth  century  that  Mary  had  not  died, 

1  See  Vol.  L,  p.  258;  II.,  p.  277. 

2  A  good  review  is  given  by  Benrath,  "  Zur  Gesch.  der  Marienverehrung  ",  re 
printed  from  the  Theol.  Studien  und  Kritik.,   1886.     A  list  is  given  in  it  of  Catholic 
literature,  in  which  the  works  of  Marraci,  Passaglia,  Kurz  (1881),  Scheebeii  (1882), 
and    von    Lehner  (1881,   also  a  2nd  ed.)  are  especially  noteworthy.    Art.  "Maria" 
by    Steitz  in  the  R.-Encykl.,  Rosch,  Astarte  Maria  (Stud.  u.  Krit.,  1888,  pp.  265 — 
299).     Kattenbusch,  1.  c.  I.,  p.  464  f. 

3  Jovinian,  so  passionately  handled  by  Jerome,  had,  in  keeping  with  his  depre 
ciatory    view    of  virginity  in  general,  denied  among  other  things  the  perpetua  vir- 
ginitas  of  Mary.     But  other  Western  writers,  like  Bonosus  and  Ilelvidius,  held  the 
same    view,    and    found    supporters    in    their    own    time    in  Illyria.     Bonosus  held 
heterodox    views,    besides,    of   the    person    of  Christ  (compare  the  Art.  on  him  in 
Herzog's  R.-Encykl.). 
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but  had  been  removed  from  the  earth  by  a  miracle.  Yet  the 
Arabian  Collyridians,  who  presented  her  with  offerings  of  bread- 
cakes,  as  if  she  had  been  a  goddess,  were  anathematised 
(Epiph.  H.  78).  The  Nestorian  controversy  brought  Mary  into 
the  centre  next  Christ.  She  was  the  rock  from  which  was  hewn 
the  deified  body  of  the  God-Logos.  Nestorius  cried  in  vain  to 
Cyril,  and  with  him  to  the  whole  Church,  "Don't  make  the 
virgin  into  a  goddess";  at  Ephesus  Cyril  exalted  her  for  ever 
in  the  Catholic  Church  above  all  creatures,  above  Cherubim  and 
Seraphim,  and  set  her  at  the  right  hand  of  the  Son.  He  started 
the  permutatio  nominum  by  which  everything  held  true  of  the 
Son  might  be  said  to  a  great  extent  of  the  mother,  because 
without  her  there  would  have  been  no  God-man.  She  now 
really  became  a  factor  in  dogma,  which  cannot  be  said  of  any 
saint  or  angel;  for  the  name  "she  who  bore  God"  (bride  of  the 
Holy  Spirit)  was  thoroughly  meant.  It  may  be  said  in  many 
respects  that  the  orthodox  now  taught  regarding  Mary  what 
the  Arians  had  taught  regarding  Christ;  she  was  a  demi-god 
mediating  between  God  and  men.  John  of  Damascus  summa 
rised  the  Greek  theory  in  De  fide  orth.  III.,  12  and  in  the 
three  homilies  devoted  to  Mary.  "The  name  'Bearer  of  God' 
represents  the  whole  mystery  of  the  Incarnation.  The  Holy 
Spirit  purified  Mary  with  a  view  to  the  conception."  John  adopted 
the  whole  mass  of  legend  up  to  the  Ascension.  Her  share  in 
the  work  of  redemption  is  strongly  emphasised;  her  body  re 
mained  uncorrupted.  Yet  it  is  noteworthy  that  John  was  much 
more  cautious  in  his  dogmatic  work  than  in  his  homilies. 

The  Synod  of  A.D.  754,  hostile  as  it  was  to  saints  and 
pictures,  did  not  venture  to  interfere  with  mariolatry;  indeed 
it  expressly  avowed  its  orthodoxy  on  this  point;  but  that  was 
not  enough  for  the  opposition.  Theodorus  Studita  described 
the  iconoclasts  as  opponents  of  the  worship  of  Mary — see  his 
syxupiov  its  Tyv  Koiweiv  of  Mary ;  and  it  was  only  by  the  Synod 
of  787  that  feeling  in  the  East  was  satisfied.  But  in  spite  of 
all  the  extravagances  with  which  she  was  honoured — the  suc 
cessive  rise  of  numerous  festivals,  the  annunciation,  birth,  death, 
reception,  introduction  into  the  temple — she  is  only  recognised 
after  all  in  Greek  dogmatics  as  the  great  patroness  and  inter- 
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cessor  for  men.  There  is  not  a  word  of  her  having  been  free 
from  the  stain  of  original  sin.  It  has  been  rightly  said  that 
she  soon  took  a  much  more  independent  position  in  Western 
piety.  "The  prayers  to  Mary  in  the  Greek  Euchologion  have 
a  very  uniform  tone,  because  they  dwell  persistently  on  the 
desire  for  support  and  help."  (Gass,  I.e.  p.  183).  In  a  word, 
although  she  is  also  called  "Lady"  by  the  Greeks,  she  is  not 
the  "Queen"  who  rules  Christendom  and  the  world,  and  com 
mands  in  heaven.  She  is  not  the  "Mother  of  sorrows";  that 
itself  gives  a  different  meaning  to  the  feeling  in  the  two  Churches. 
But  the  superstition  which  is  practised  among  the  masses  in 
connection  with  her  pictures  is  perhaps  worse  in  the  East  than 
in  the  West. 

The  distinctive  character  of  the  Greek  Church  was  most 
clearly  expressed  in  the  worship  of  pictures,  in  the  form  in 
which  it  was  dogmatically  settled  after  the  controversy  on  the 
subject.  l  There  had  been  pictures  from  early  times,  originally 
for  decorative  purposes,  and  afterwards  for  instruction,  in  the 
grave-yards,  churches,  memorial  chapels,  and  houses,  and  fixed 
to  all  sorts  of  furniture.  Opposition  had  existed,  but  it  came 
to  an  end  in  the  Constantinian  age.  The  people  were  to  learn 
from  the  pictures  the  histories  they  depicted ;  they  were  looked 
on  as  the  books  of  the  unlearned. 2  At  the  same  time  the 

1  On  the  controversy  about  images,  see  Mansi  XII. — XIV.,  and  the  works  of  John  of 
Damascus,  Theodore  Studita,  Theophanes,  Gregory  Hamartolus,  Cedrenus,  Zonaras, 
Constantine  Manasses,  Michael  Glycas,  Anastasius  and  others.  Works  by  Goldast 
(1608),  Dallaeus  (1642),  Maimbourg  (1683),  Spanheim  (1686),  Walch  (Vol.  X.  of  the 
Ketzergesch.),  Schlosser  (1812),  Marx  (1839),  Hefele  (Concil.  Gesch.  III.  2,  p.  366  ff.; 
IV.  2,  p.  i  ff.),  Schenk,  Kaiser  Leo  III.  (Halle,  1880).  On  the  relation  of  Armenia 
to  the  image-controversy,  see  Karapet  Ter  Mkrttschian,  Die  Paulikianer  (Leipzig, 
1893),  p.  52  ff.,  and  there  also  the  part  on  the  controversies  and  the  history  of  the 
sects,  p.  112  ff.,  etc.;  see  especially  the  K.-Gesch.  of  Hergenrdther.  Gass,  Sym- 
bolik,  p.  315  ff.  Kattenbusch  1.  c.  I.,  p.  467  ff.,  and  the  monograph  by  Schwarzlose, 
Der  Bilderstreit,  ein  Kampf  der  griechischen  Kirche  urn  ihre  Eigenart  und  ihre 
Freiheit,  1890. 

3  But  at  the  same  time,  some  ranked  the  pictures  much  higher  than  exegesis, 
as  is  shown  by  the  interesting  letter  of  Bishop  David  of  Mez-Kolmank  on  images 
and  drawings  to  John  Mairogomier  (translated  by  Karapet,  1.  c.,  p.  52) :  ...  "This 
sect  arose  after  the  time  of  the  Apostles,  and  first  appeared  among  the  Romans, 
wherefore  a  great  Synod  was  held  at  Csesarea,  and  the  command  was  given  to 
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picture  was  to  adorn  holy  places.  But  still  another  interest 
gradually  made  itself  felt,  one  that  had  formerly  been  most 
strenuously  resisted  by  early  Christianity.  It  is  natural  for  men 
to  desire  relics  and  images  of  venerated  beings,  to  withdraw 
them  from  profane  use,  and  to  treat  them  with  deep  devotion. 
Christianity  had  originally  resisted  this  impulse,  so  far  as  any 
thing  connected  with  the  deity  was  concerned,  in  order  not  to 
fall  into  idolatry.  There  was  less  repugnance,  however,  to  it, 
when  it  dealt  with  Christ,  and  almost  none  from  the  first  in 
the  case  of  martyrs  and  heroic  characters.  From  this  point  the 
veneration  of  relics  and  pictures  slowly  crept  in  again.  But  from 
the  fifth  century  it  was  greatly  strengthened,  and  received  a 
support  unheard  of  in  antiquity,  through  the  dogma  of  the  in 
carnation  and  the  corresponding  treatment  of  the  Eucharist. 
Christ  was  the  image  (emav)  of  God,  and  yet  a  living  being, 
nay,  a  life-giving  spirit  (Trvsv/ta  %aoiroidv)]  Christ  had  by  the 
incarnation  made  it  possible  to  apprehend  the  divine  in  a 
material  form,  and  had  raised  sensuous  human  nature  to  the 
divine:  the  consecrated  elements  were  iixovss  of  Christ  and  yet 
were  his  very  body.  These  ideas  introduced  thought  to  a 
new  world.  It  was  not  only  the  Areopagite  and  the  mystics 
who  saw  in  all  consecrated  finite  things  the  active  symbol  of 
an  eternal  power,  or  perceived  the  superiority  of  the  Christian 
religion  to  all  others  in  the  very  fact  that  it  brought  the  divine 
everywhere  into  contact  with  the  senses.  They  merely  raised 
to  the  level  of  a  philosophic  view  what  the  common  man  and 
the  monk  had  long  perceived,  namely,  that  everything  secular 
which  has  been  adopted  by  the  Church  became,  not  only  a 
symbol,  but  also  a  vehicle  of  the  sacred.  But  amid  secular 
things  the  image,  which  bore  as  it  were  its  consecration  in 
itself,  appeared  to  be  least  secular.  Pictures  of  Christ,  Mary, 
and  the  saints,  had  been  already  worshipped  from  the  fifth 

paint  pictures  in  the  House  of  God.  These  painters  became  arrogant,  and  sought 
to  have  their  art  placed  above  all  other  ecclesiastical  arts.  They  said :  u  Our  art 
is  light,  for,  while  few  read  the  Holy  Scriptures,  it  enlightens  equally  old  and 
young."  This  and  other  passages  by  Armenius  show,  besides,  that  there  were 
"iconoclastic  heretics"  long  before  the  Emperor  Leo.  The  Marcionites  (Paulicians) 
also  rejected  pictures  and  crosses. 
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(fourth)  century  with  greetings,  kisses,  prostration,  a  renewal 
of  ancient  pagan  practices.  In  the  naive  and  confident  convic 
tion  that  Christians  no  longer  ran  any  risk  of  idolatry,  the 
Church  not  only  tolerated,  but  promoted,  the  entrance  of  pagan 
ism.  It  was  certainly  the  intention  to  worship  the  divine  in  the 
material ;  for  the  incarnation  of  deity  had  deified  nature  (Qv<n$).  A 
brisk  trade  was  carried  on  in  the  seventh  and  beginning  of  the 
eighth  century  in  images,  especially  by  monks ;  churches,  and 
chapels  were  crowded  with  pictures  and  relics;  the  practice  of 
heathen  times  was  revived,  only  the  sense  of  beauty  was  in 
verted.  It  was  not  fresh  life  that  seemed  fair,  but,  though  a 
trace  of  the  majestic  might  not  be  lacking,  it  was  the  life 
consecrated  to  asceticism  and  death.  We  do  not  know  how 
far  artistic  incapacity,  how  far  the  dogmatic  intention,  con 
tributed  to  the  Byzantine  ideal  of  the  saints.  "  Authentic " 
pictures  were  in  existence,  and  numberless  copies  were  made 
from  them.  By  their  means,  monkish  piety,  engaged  in  a  stupid 
staring  at  sacred  things,  ruled  the  people,  and  dragged  Christ 
ianity  down  to  deeper  and  deeper  depths. 

But  this  monkish  piety,  which  prevailed  from  the  Bishops 
down,  had  become  more  and  more  independent  in  relation  to 
the  State.  None  of  his  successors  had  mastered  the  Church, 
like  Justinian ;  and  it  was  the  aim  of  the  iconoclastic  emperors 
to  reduce  it  to  complete  subjection  to  the  State,  to  make  it  a 
department  of  the  State.  They  sought  at  the  same  time  to 
have  a  State  Church  into  which  they  could  force  the  sects, 
Jews  and  Mohammedans,  without  imposing  what  was  most  obnox 
ious  to  them,  that  which  made  official  Christianity  into  heathenism 
— the  worship  of  images.  They  meant  therefore  to  decide  what 
was  Christian,  and  how  the  cultus  ought  to  be  framed,  and  in 
doing  so  they  were  aided  by  the  fact  that  it  could  be  shown 
without  any  difficulty  that  the  worship  of  images  was  something 
relatively  novel  and  alien.  We  cannot  say  more ;  for  they  them 
selves  were  violent  and  rude  barbarians,  military  upstarts,  who 
depended  on  the  sword.  They  had  abandoned  the  idea  of  the 
Church  as  the  chief  support  of  the  empire ;  it  was  to  be  the 
chief  servant.  Instead  of  priests  they  had  soldiers.  They  merely 
wished  that  the  Church  should  not  give  trouble,  and  that  it 
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should  be  possible  in  any  given  case  to  make  whatever  use  of 
it  the  State  might  require.  Image-worship  may  look  like  reli 
gious  barbarism ;  but  it  was  associated  with  all  the  spiritual 
forces  still  possessed  at  that  time  in  Christendom.  The  icono 
clastic  imperial  power  was  much  more  barbarous,  though  we 
have  to  admit  that  Constantine  Copronymus  possessed  brilliant 
gifts  as  a  ruler.  However,  the  emperors  found  bishops  who  made 
common  cause  with  them,  and  it  cannot  be  denied  that  some 
of  these  had  religious  motives  for  attacking  the  images.  Here 
and  there  the  hostility  of  the  Jews  and  of  Islam  may  have  set 
them  thinking  about  the  matter;  others  sought  for  means  of 
winning  or  conciliating  the  Mohammedans.  Their  opponents 
described  the  Arabians  as  the  teachers  of  the  iconoclastic 
emperors. 

In  A.D.  726  Leo  the  Isaurian  took  the  matter  in  hand. l  A 
general  opposition  at  once  arose.  "The  king  must  not  decide 
concerning  faith "  (fty  SsTv  @&eriZ.s&  Trsp}  trier  sue;  hoyov  TroitfvQai). 
This  general  idea  accompanied  the  whole  dispute.  From  the 
days  of  Maximus  Confessor,  the  leaders  of  the  Greek  Church 
insisted  on  the  independence  of  the  Church  in  relation  to  the 
State,  and  the  Roman  Bishops  supported  them  in  their  efforts. 
They  were  for  that  very  reason  on  the  side  of  image-worship, 
just  as,  conversely,  Charlemagne  and  his  Franks  were  averse 

1  Schwarzlose  (1.  c.,  p.  36  ff.)  has  anew  examined  the  origin  of  the  contro 
versy,  in  order  to  determine  the  external  causes.  But  the  matter  has  not  yet 
been  made  clear.  The  following  points  fall  to  be  considered,  (i)  Lesser  reac 
tions  against  the  worship  of  images,  which  proceeded  from  the  bosom  of  the 
Church  even  before  the  outbreak  of  the  controversy,  but  which  were  only  locally 
important.  (2)  Accusations  by  the  Jews  that  the  Christians  ran  counter  to  the 
prohibition  of  images  in  the  Old  Testament;  the  intervention  of  an  Arabian  Khalif, 
A.D.  723  (Jezid  II.),  against  the  Christian  worship  of  images  and  of  Mary  (influenced 
by  Judaism  ?) ;  influence  of  the  Jews  on  Leo  the  Isaurian  (?).  (3)  A  theological 
iconoclastic  party  in  Phrygia,  gathered  round  the  Bishop  of  Nacolia  [on  this  Schwarz 
lose,  as  it  seems  to  me  rightly,  lays  particular  stress] ;  this  party  perhaps  took  its 
stand  on  ancient  Montanistic  and  Novatian  reminiscences — the  Paulicians  are  also 
said  to  have  been  inconoclasts ;  Leo's  contact  with  the  above  party  in  his  time  of 
military  service.  (4)  The  resolve  of  the  Emperors  no  longer  to  depend  for  support 
on  the  spiritual  power  of  the  Church,  but  on  the  army,  yet  on  the  other  hand  to 
perfect  the  imperial  papacy — after  the  pattern  of  the  Khalif:  /3«o-/Aft/s  xal  iepev$ 
ftpi.  Karapet,  1.  c.,  lays  stress  on  the  part  played  by  Islam,  but  will  have  nothing  to 
do  with  Jewish  influences.  The  Emperor  wished  to  play  the  same  part  as  the  Khalif. 
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from  it.  At  the  same  time  the  influence  of  other  motives  than 
those  of  ecclesiastical  politics  should  not  be  denied.  '  It  was 
perhaps  the  greatest  and  the  least  expected  crisis  ever  experi 
enced  by  the  Byzantine  Church.  '  The  issue  deprived  it  of 
any  further  independent  history,  of  middle  ages,  or  of  a  modern 
era.  The  image-worshippers,  with  the  Pope  at  their  head, 
replied  to  the  imperial  edict  by  referring  to  express  divine 
statutes,  to  the  Labarum  of  Constantine,  and  to  the  great 
Fathers  of  the  fourth  century,  who  had  taught  that  the  worship 
passed  from  the  image  to  its  prototype.  3  They  appealed  to  a 
picture  at  Paneas  of  which  Eusebius  had  spoken,  but  above  all 
to  the  incarnation  of  the  Logos.  "  Had  God  not  become  man, 
we  would  not  portray  him  in  a  human  form."  The  prohibi 
tions  of  the  Old  Testament  signified  nothing  to  the  contrary  ; 
for  idols  are  only  pictures  of  things  which  do  not  exist.  We 
do  not  worship  idols  like  the  golden  calf.  He  who  makes  use 
of  the  Old  Testament  in  the  Jewish  fashion  and  charges  the 
Church  with  idolatry  is  a  reprobate  Jew.  Besides,  Israel  had 
possessed  divine  images  of  its  own;  it  only  refused  to  value 
them  —  Moses'  rod,  the  golden  pitcher,  the  cover  of  the  ark  etc.  ; 
had  it  worshipped  these,  it  would  not  have  fallen  down  before 
idols.  All  sculpture  made  in  the  name  of  God  was  venerable 
and  holy.  4  These  were  the  most  important  arguments. 

But  the  Emperor  appointed  a  Patriarch  favourable  to  him  in 
Constantinople,  and  sought  to  get  the  Pope  of  Rome  into  his 
power.  The  latter,  in  his  letters  to  him  5  defending  the  images, 
emphasized  the  points,  first,  that  there  were  ^sipOTro'^Tat,  (images 
made  with  hands)  which  had  been  prompted  by  God,  and  were 
therefore  sacred  and,  secondly,  axeipOKoiyrot,  (not  made  with  hands), 


1    Reuter,  Gesch.  der  relig.  Aufklaring  in  MA.  I.,  p.   10  ff. 

•  On  the  external  course  of  the  controversy  in  detail,  see  Schwarzlose,  1.  c.,  p.  51  ff. 
3    A    passage    from    the    works    of    Basil   was  especially  important  (Sf  eixtvoe  $ 

yvSrui  rov  apxervvov  yfareti)  ;  but  Funk  (Quartalschr.,  1888)  has  shown  that 
while  Basil  certainly  uttered  this  saying,  his  meaning  was  different  from  that  of 
the  later  image-worshippers;  by  tixuv  he  meant  Christ  himself  to  whom  the  wor 
ship  passed. 

•»    Gregory  II.  Ep.  ad  German,  in  Mansi  XIII.,  p.  91  sq. 

*  Mansi  XII.,  pp.  959  sq.,  975   sq. 
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as  e.g.,  the  picture  which  Christ  had  sent  to  Abgar.  The  latter, 
the  x^sipoTrolviTx,  played  a  great,  indeed  the  decisive,  role  in  the 
Church  of  the  East.  Moreover,  we  see  from  the  Pope's  letters 
that  the  imperial  edict  not  only  affected  image  worship  as  the 
veneration  of  idols,  stones,  walls,  and  boards,  but  also  the  venera 
tion  of  martyrs  as  polytheism,  and  that  the  military  Emperor 
plumed  himself  on  his  likeness  to  Josiah  (Hezekiah).  Thereupon 
the  Pope  wrote  him  that  the  dogmas  of  the  Church  were  the  affair 
of  Bishops  and  not  of  the  Emperor ;  as  the  former  might  not 
interfere  in  civil  matters,  so  neither  might  the  latter  in  ecclesi 
astical.  The  Emperor  replied  that  he  was  at  once  Emperor 
and  Priest.  But  Gregory  was  not  to  be  dismayed;  his  second 
letter  was  even  more  forcible  than  his  first.  John  of  Damascus, 
securely  protected  by  a  Khalif,  also  raised  his  voice  in  three 
apologies  on  behalf  of  the  images.  '  In  these  the  adoration  of 
images  is  made  to  form  an  integral  part  of  the  dogmatic  theory 
of  the  Incarnation.  We  adore  the  Creator  who  became  a 
creature ;  with  him  is  inseparably  connected  the  purple  garment 
of  the  body.  Therefore,  while  God  himself  cannot  be  portrayed, 
the  incarnate  God  can.  The  Mosaic  law  only  forbade  the 
'  adoration  of  service '  (7rpo<rxvy/}<ri<;  Axrpflx^),  but  not  adoration 
(TrpoexuvyTic)  in  general.  Images  are  visible  forms  representative 
of  the  invisible ;  the  Son  alone  indeed  is  a  perfect  (identical) 
copy ;  but  other  images  are  also  connected  with  the  subject 
they  portray,  and  from  eternity  one  of  every  creature  has 
existed  in  the  presence  of  God.  Gregory  and  John  have  a 
very  great  deal  in  common  in  their  arguments,  so  that  we  see 
clearly  how  dependent  the  former  was  on  Greek  writers, "  but 
not  only  is  the  whole  subject  more  thoroughly  treated  in  John, 
but  it  is  more  strictly  based  on  dogmatics.  He  even  goes  so 

1  Opp.  ed.  Lequien  I.,  pp.  305 — 390;  see  Langen,  Joh.  von  Damasc.,  p.  129  ff. 
Schwarzlose  (1.  c.,  pp.  202 — 223)  has  described  very  thoroughly  the  theology  of  the 
supporters  of  images.  On  the  third  of  the  Damascene's  apologies,  see  1.  c.,  p. 
103  ff.,  on  the  spurious  letter  to  the  Emperor  Theophilus,  p.  109  ff. 

"  Apparently  this  opinion  is  not  yet  sufficient.  Following  doubts  already  ex 
pressed  by  Semler,  Rb'ssler,  Malfatti,  and  Duchesner,  Schwarzlose  (1.  c.,  p.  113  ff.) 
has  brought  forward  reasons  worth  considering  for  holding  that  Gregory's  two 
letters  in  their  present  form  cannot  have  come  from  the  hand  of  Gregory  II.  Inter 
polations  have  been  inserted  by  a  Greek. 
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far  as  to  see  in  the  rejection  of  images  Manichansm,  the  con 
tempt  of  matter  which  the  God-Logos  had  hypostatically  united 
with  himself.  We  find  a  frightful  confusion  of  ideas  in  an 
apparently  simple  and  solid  argument.  All  dogma,  wherever 
John  lays  his  hands  on  it,  culminates  in  the  images.  The  doc 
trines  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  of  death,  unction  and  the  cross,  all 
require  this  worship. 

But  the  freedom  of  the  Church  from  the  State  was  also 
strongly  emphasised  by  the  subject  of  the  Khalif,  so  that  once 
more  the  parallelism  with  Gregory's  letters  is  striking,  so  much 
so  as  almost  to  cast  doubt  on  the  genuineness  of  the  latter  or 
of  John's  apologies.  It  was  the  prerogative  not  of  Emperors 
but  of  Councils  to  control  Church  affairs.  The  power  of  bind 
ing  and  loosing  had  been  granted  not  to  Emperors,  but  to 
Apostles,  Bishops,  and  Doctors.  In  the  second  address  John 
assails  the  Emperor  still  more  sharply.  At  the  same  time,  he 
now  maintains  that  the  Church  is  governed  by  the  written  and 
unwritten  institutions  of  the  Fathers;  the  worship  of  images 
belongs  to  the  latter.  It  was  difficult  to  produce  proof  from 
tradition,  and  many  patristic  passages  could  be  instanced  against 
it.  Hence  "  unwritten "  tradition.  The  adoration  of  the  cross 
and  of  relics  was  always  embraced  in  the  defence,  and  even 
the  Old  Testament  analogy  was  cited  in  its  support.  In  the 
third  address  it  is  again  declared  that  adoration  is  due  only 
to  God  and  the  body  united  with  the  Deity,  and  that  the  in 
carnate  God  is  alone  to  be  portrayed.  Then  the  abandonment 
of  Scriptural  evidence  for  images  is  made  up  for  by  an  indirect 
proof.  Here  it  occurs  to  the  apologist,  that  in  fact  all  the 
catchwords  of  orthodox  dogma  do  not  exist  in  the  Bible. 
Next,  we  have  a  detailed  philosophy  of  images :  the  Son  is  the 
perfect  resemblance  of  God,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  of  the  Son. 
Images  are  the  ideas  of  things ;  man  is  the  likeness  of  God ; 
the  word  is  the  image  of  thought ;  recollection  of  the  past  and 
representation  of  the  future  are  images.  Everything  is  an  im 
age,  and  the  image  is  everything.  The  saints  themselves  are 
worshipped  in  their  pictures.  This  is  followed  by  the  treat 
ment  of  the  Eucharist,  next  by  a  long  section  on  the  degrees 
of  worship ;  it  is  abasement  in  presence  of  the  object  revered. 
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To  this  is  appended  the  mention  of  the  curative  shadow  of  the 
Apostles,  the  handkerchief,  and  the  boys  who  ridiculed  Elisha. 
Thus  we  are  led  up  to  relics,  saints,  and  pictures,  the  crib, 
Golgotha,  the  cross,  nails,  sheets,  swaddling-clothes,  and  vesture, 
and  again  to  books  of  the  Gospels,  sacred  vessels,  candlesticks 
and  crosses  etc.  in  the  Church.  Even  the  adoration  of  princes 
is  recalled.  Numerous  patristic  passages,  some  of  them  forged, 
are  quoted. 

After  the  death  of  Leo,  and  the  overthrow  of  an  anti-emperor 
supported  by  those  friendly  to  images,  the  son  of  the  former, 
Constantine  Copronymus,  carried  out  his  father's  policy  with 
an  iron  hand.  He  summoned  the  general  Synod,  already  plan 
ned  by  his  father,  to  Constantinople  A.D.  754.  Three  hundred 
and  thirty-eight  bishops  assembled,  but  the  Patriarchs  were 
absent.  Archbishop  Theodosius  of  Ephesus  presided.  l  The 
proceedings  are  only  in  part  known,  through  those  of  the 
seventh  general  Council. 3  In  the  decision  (spot)  of  the  Synod 
Christianity  is  abruptly  contrasted  with  idolatry,  but  the  vener 
ation  of  images  is  idolatry.  There  were  hardly  many  Bishops 
who  could  or  dared  use  such  language  honestly  or  from  the 
heart.  The  majority  played  the  hypocrite  from  dread  of  the 
emperor  in  declaring  that  the  veneration  of  images  was  a  work 
of  Satan,  introduced  into  the  Church  of  the  pure  doctrine,  in 
order  to  seduce  men  from  the  lofty  adoration  of  God,  or  in 
describing  painting  as  the  sinful  art  by  which  the  incarnation 
of  Christ  was  blasphemed.  But  it  sounds  strangest  of  all  to 
hear  that  these  Bishops  charged  the  image  worshippers  at  once 
with  Nestorianism  and  Eutychianism.  They  were  Nestorians 
since  it  was  of  course  only  possible'  to  represent  the  humanity 
of  Christ,  and  thus  his  divinity  and  humanity  were  sundered ; 
and  they  were  Eutychians  in  so  far  as  they  sought  at  the  same 
time  to  represent  his  divinity  and  accordingly  confounded  it 
with  his  humanity.  The  only  image  allowed— and  this  is  an 

1  Schwarzlose  (1.  c.,  pp.  76 — 101)  has  well  described  the  iconoclastic  party  and 
its  whole  system.  "The  iconoclasts  rejected  the  religious  use  and  adoration  of 
pictures,  because  not  only  according  to  their  view  were  they  contrary  to  Scripture, 
tradition,  and  dogma,  but  also  seduced  the  Church  into  heresy  and  heathenism."1 

*    Mansi  XIII.,  p.  205  sq. 
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important  declaration — were  the  bread  and  wine  in  the  Lord's 
Supper.  Starting  from  the  prohibition  of  the  portrayal  of  Christ, 
images  in  general  were  argued  against.  Further,  Christianity 
rejected  along  with  heathenism  not  only  sacrificial,  but  pictorial, 
worship.  The  saints  live  with  God ;  to  recall  them  to  earthly 
life  by  means  of  a  dead  art  was  blasphemy.  Men  ought  to 
continue  to  worship  and  invoke  them,  but  to  condemn  their 
pictures.  No  reference  seems  to  have  been  made  to  relics. 
We  have  now  a  series  of  excellently  chosen  passages  from  the 
Bible  and  the  Fathers.  In  conclusion,  stringent  penalties  were 
attached  to  the  worship  of  images,  and  a  string  of  anathemas 
crowns  the  whole.  "  We  also  believe  that  we  speak  apostolic- 
ally  and  have  the  Holy  Spirit."  They  had  in  fact  uttered  fine 
propositions,  and  used  words  which  had  ceased  for  centuries 
to  be  heard  so  distinctly  in  the  Greek  Church ;  but  did  they 
themselves  believe  in  "these  words? 

They  were  under  the  yoke  of  the  Emperor.  The  clergy 
obeyed  when  the  decrees  were  published ;  but  resistance  was 
offered  in  the  ranks  of  the  monks.  Many  took  to  flight,  some 
became  martyrs.  The  imperial  police  stormed  the  Churches, 
and  destroyed  those  images  and  pictures  that  had  not  been 
secured.  The  iconoclastic  zeal  by  no  means  sprang  from 
enthusiasm  for  divine  service  in  spirit  and  in  truth.  The  Emperor 
now  also  directly  attacked  the  monks;  he  meant  to  extirpate 
the  hated  order,  and  to  overthrow  the  throne  of  Peter.  We  see 
how  the  idea  of  an  absolute  military  state  rose  powerfully  in 
Constantinople,  how  -it  strove  to  establish  itself  by  brute  force. 
The  Emperor,  according  to  trustworthy  evidence,  made  the 
inhabitants  of  the  city  swear  that  they  would  henceforth  wor 
ship  no  image,  and  give  up  all  intercourse  with  monks.  Clois 
ters  were  turned  into  arsenals  and  barracks,  relics  were  hurled 
into  the  sea,  and  the  monks,  as  far  as  possible,  secularised. 
And  the  politically  far-seeing  Emperor  at  the  same  time  entered 
into  correspondence  with  France  (Synod  of  Gentilly,  A.D.  767) 
and  sought  to  win  Pepin,  History  seemed  to  have  suffered  a 
violent  rupture,  a  new  era  was  dawning  which  should  supersede 
the  history  of  the  Church. 

But  the  Church  was  too  powerful,  and  the  Emperor  was  not 
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even    master   of  Oriental    Christendom,    but   only  of  part  of  it. 
The    orthodox    Patriarchs  of  the  East  (under  the  rule  of  Islam) 
declared  against  the  iconoclastic  movement,  and  a  Church  with 
out    monks    or    pictures,    in    schism    with    the    other    orthodox 
Churches,    was  a  nonentity.     A  spiritual  reformer  was  wanting. 
Thus  the  great  reaction  set  in,  after  the  death  of  the  Emperor 
(A.D.  775),  the  ablest  ruler  Constantinople  had  seen  for  a  long 
time.    This  is  not  the  place  to  describe  how  it  was  inaugurated 
and  cautiously  carried  out  by  the  skilful  policy  of  the  Empress 
Irene, '  cautiously,  for  a  generation  had  already  grown  up  that 
was   accustomed   to    the    cultus  without  images'.     An  important 
part  was  played  by  the  miracles  performed  by  the  re-emerging 
relics    and    pictures.     But    the   lower   classes    had    always  been 
really    favourable    to   them  ;    only  the  army  and  the  not  incon 
siderable    number   of  bishops    who   were  of  the  school  of  Con- 
stantine  had  to  be  carefully  handled.    Tarasius, 3  the  new  Patri 
arch    of  Constantinople   and    a  supporter  of  images,  succeeded, 
after     overcoming    much    difficulty,    and    especially    distrust    in 
Rome    and    the   East,  after  also   removing  the  excited  army,  in 
bringing   together   a    general    Council    of  about  350  bishops  at 
Nicaea,    A.D.    787,    which    annulled    the  decrees  of  A.D.  754. 3 
The   proceedings   of  the  seven  sittings  4  are  of  great  value,  be 
cause    very    important    patristic    passages    have    been   preserved 
in  them  which  otherwise  would  have  perished ;  for  at  this  Synod 
also  the  discussions  turned  chiefly  on  the  Fathers.  The  decision 
(opos)   restored    orthodoxy    and    finally    settled   it.     The  first  six 
Synods   with   their  anathemas  and  canons  were  first  confirmed, 
and   it   went   on:  "We  decide  with  all  precision  and  fitness  to 
set    up,    along   with   the    form    of  the    precious    and    life-giving 
cross,   the   august    and    holy   images    made    with    colours    or  of 

1  See  Phoropulos,  E<p»jvij  y  'A0>jv«/«  xuroxpaeTCifx  'Ptapaicav.  Mepot;  a  arm  769 — 
788.     It  is  important  that  the  iconoclastic  emperors  belonged  to  Asia  Minor,  while 
Irene  was  Athenian. 

2  Heikel    (Helsingfors,  1889)  has  published  in  Greek  for  the  first  time  the  Vita 
Tarasii,  written  by  Deacon  Ignatius. 

3  A    first    attempt    to    hold    a  Synod  failed  A.D.  786,  since  the  majority  of  the 
bishops  were  still  adverse,  and  were  supported  by  the  army. 

4  See  Mansi  XIII.,  pp.  992—1052.     The  quotations  in  the  Libri  Carolini  furnish 
many  problems. 
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stone  or  other  suitable  material,  in  the  holy  churches  of  God, 
on  sacred  vessels  and  garments,  on  walls  and  tablets,  in  houses 
and  on  the  streets:  both  the  image  of  our  Lord  and  God  and 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and  of  our  undefiled  Lady,  the  holy  mother 
of  God,  and  of  the  august  angels,  and  all  saintly  and  pious 
men;  for  the  prototypes  being  constantly  seen  represented  in 
images,  the  spectators  are  excited  to  remember  and  long  for 
them,  and  to  bestow  reverence  and  due  veneration  on  the 
images,  not  indeed  the  true  worship  according  to  our  faith 
which  is  due  to  God  alone  ;  but  (as  it  becomes  us)  to  make 
an  offering  of  incense  and  lights  in  their  honour  to  the  form  of 
the  precious  and  life-giving  cross,  to  the  holy  Gospels,  and  the 
other  sacred  erections,  as  was  the  pious  custom  of  the  ancients  ; 
for  the  honour  paid  to  the  image  passes  to  the  prototype  ;  and 
he  who  adores  the  image  adores  in  it  the  being  or  object 
portrayed."  ' 

Just  as  at  Trent,  in  addition  to  the  restoration  of  mediaeval 
doctrine,  a  series  of  reforming  decrees  was  published,  so  this 
Synod  promulgated  twenty-two  canons  which  can  be  similarly 
described.  The  attack  on  monachism  and  the  constitution  of 
the  Church  had  been  of  some  use.  They  are  the  best  canons 
drawn  up  by  an  CEcumenical  Synod.  The  bishops  were  enjoined 
to  study,  to  live  simply  and  be  unselfish,  and  to  attend  to  the 
care  of  souls  ;  the  monks  to  observe  order,  decorum,  and  also 
to  be  unselfish.  With  the  State  and  the  Emperor  no  com 
promise  was  made  ;  on  the  contrary,  the  demands  of  Maximus 
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bivvjv  hxrpeixv,  y  TrpsTfti  fJ,6vy  ry  Qei'%  tyvyer  «AA'  <?v  rpoTOv  TOJ  TI/TTW  rov  ripiov 
xxi  ^uoTrotov  crxvpov  xxi  role,  xyioti;  evctyyehtOK;  xxi  role,  honro'ic  iepe7t;  xvxQyiJ.xtri, 
xxi  6v/j,ixfj,xruv  xxi  (puruv  Trpotrxywyiiv  7rpb$  TJJV  rovruiv  ri^v  Troiflo'dxi,  xxQwt;  xxi 
roli;  xpxxi'oii;  evireftut;  e'i'Si<rrxi-  ft  yxp  T>5?  eixovoi;  ripy  ITT/  TO  TrpurorvTrov  Six(2xivei' 
xxi  6  Trpoffxvvwv  ryv  etxovx,  Trpotrxvveli  ev  xvrr,  rov  e'yypxtpotJ.evcv  ryv  virotrrxo'iv. 


328  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [CHAP.  iv. 

Confessor  and  John  of  Damascus  are  heard,  though  in  muffled 
tones,  from  the  canons.  '  Still,  though  the  Byzantine  Church 
possessed  in  the  next  period  an  abbot — Theodorus  Studita2 — 
who  championed,  as  none  but  a  Nicholas  or  Gregory  could, 
the  sovereignty  over  princes  of  God's  law  and  the  Church,  it 
did  not  win  freedom  and  independence.  However,  the  repeated 
and  for  decades  successful  attempts  made  by  military  Emperors 
in  the  ninth  century  to  get  rid  of  the  image-worship  which  had 
only  brought  defeat  to  the  State,  were  finally  frustrated. 3  The 
great  Theodore  maintained  the  orthodox  cause  unflinchingly 
against  Leo  the  Armenian  and  Michael  the  Stammerer.  Their 
successor  Theophilus  was  a  relentless  foe  to  images  and  the 
monks.  Then  came  an  Empress,  Theodora,  who  finally  restored 
the  worship.  This  took  place  at  the  Synod  held  at  Constan 
tinople  A.D.  842.  This  Synod  decreed  that  a  Feast  of  Orthodoxy 
(y  KupiXKVj  ry,c  3pQo$o%ia$)  should  be  celebrated  annually,  at  which 
the  victory  over  the  iconoclasts  should  be  regularly  remembered. 
Thus  the  whole  of  orthodoxy  was  united  in  image-worship. 4 

In  this  way  the  Eastern  Church  reached  the  position  which 
suited  its  nature.  We  have  here  the  conclusion  of  a  develop 
ment  consistent  in  the  main  points.  The  divine  and  sacred,  as 
that  had  descended  into  the  sensuous  world  by  the  incarnation, 
had  created  for  itself  in  the  Church  a  system  of  material,  super 
natural  things,  which  offered  themselves  for  man's  use.  The 
theosophy  of  images  corresponded  to  the  Neo-platonic  concep 
tion,  connected  with  that  of  the  Incarnation,  of  the  one  unfolding 

1  See  the  Canons  3,  6  and  12.  Theodorus  Studita  a  few  years  later  triumphantly 
asserted  the  famous  3rd  Canon  :  "  Any  choice  of  a  bishop,  priest  or  deacon  emanat 
ing  from  a  secular  prince  is  invalid." 

-    See  Thomas,  Theodor  von  Studion,  Leipzig   1892. 

:*  The  superstition  indulged  in  by  the  image-worshippers  is  shown  by  the  epistle 
of  Michael  the  Stammerer  to  Luclwig  the  Pious  (Mansi  XIV.,  p.  399);  see  Hefele 
IV.,  p.  40. 

4  See  also  the  decision  of  the  8th  general  Synod,  sessio  X.  (Mansi  XVI.,  p.  161). 
An  Oriental  Christian — an  Armenian,  but  in  this  question  all  Orientals  are  agreed — 
writes  at  the  present  day  :  A  Christianity  which  is  stunted  and  disguised  in  pictorial 
forms,  if  it  belongs  to  the  Church,  i.e.,  if  it  is  determined  by  the  history  and  the 
spiritual  genius  of  a  people,  is  much  stronger  and  more  justified  than  any  concep 
tions  coloured  by  sectarianism  or  rationalism,  however  much  these  may  appeal  to 
modern  taste  (Karapet  1.  c.,  p.  116). 
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itself  in  a  plurality  of  graded  ideas  (original  types)  down  to 
the  earthly.  The  theme  had,  as  the  image-worshippers  said, 
been  already  touched  on  by  Basil  ("  the  knowledge  of  the  pro 
totype  comes  through  the  image":  cu"  iixovoi;  y  yvuviq  rov  &p%e- 
ruTrov  ybsrxi);  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  ("it  is  the  nature  of  the 
image  to  be  a  copy  of  the  prototype  and  of  what  is  said": 
at'jT'/i  iizcvGc  (puvtz  (AiftyfAa  sJvxi  rov  d,p%sT'j7ro'j  %&}  ov  hsysTai) ; 
the  Areopagite  ("truly  visible  images  are  the  seen  [representa 
tives]  of  the  unseen"  tx>,y^KC  sfiQavelt;  itzovs:  f/V;  rx  opXTX  rS>v 
aopzTuv);  Theodoret  ("sin  alone  has  no  copy")  and  others.  '  All 
that  had  been  wanting  was  a  correct  understanding  and  a  bold 
carrying  out  of  the  truth.  And  lastly,  that  nothing  be  left  out, 
Aristotelian  scholasticism  found  its  account  here  also.  It  had 
been  maintained  long  ago,  and  supported  by  reference  to  the 
pictures  "not  made  with  hands"  (<x%£ipo7rolyT0t),  that  not  paint 
ing,  but  the  tradition  and  law  of  the  Church  created  the  types — 
see  also  the  decision  of  the  seventh  Council.  But  Theodorus 
Studita  went  still  further.2  To  him  the  picture  was  almost 
more  important  than  the  correct  dogmatic  formula;  for  in  his 
view  the  relation  of  the  copy  to  the  original  was  a  necessary 
one,  and  there  was  complete  identity  in  so  far  as  while  the 
material  was  different,  the  form  (the  hypostasis)  was  the  same. 
Theodore  maintained  that  the  material  was  indifferent,  but  that  in 
the  form  of  the  authentic  pictures  one  possessed  the  real  Christ, 
the  real  Mary,  and  the  real  saints.  They  all  bore  their  proto 
type  in  themselves,  and  this  prototype  was  independent  of  the 
personal  impress;  it  went  on  imprinting  itself  from  picture  to 
picture,  at  first  spontaneously — for  these  men  caught  at  the 
absurdity  of  images  not  made  with  hands  (shovsc  <x%£ip07rotyToi)t 
then  through  the  artist,  if  he  reproduced  the  type  faithfully.3 
With  this  science  of  images  composed  of  superstition,  magic 
and  scholasticism  we  may  fitly  close  the  development.  The 

1     See  passages  in  Gass,  p.  319  f. 

"  See  Opp.  Theodori  ed.  Sirmond  T.V.  Here  we  have  collected  the  Antirrhetic. 
(I.— III.)  c.  Iconomachos,  Confutatio  Poematum  Iconomachorum,  Qasestiones  propo- 
sitce  Iconomachis,  the  Capita  VII.  adv.  Iconom.,  and  the  Ep.  ad  Tlaton.  de  cultu  ss. 
imag.  The  two  books  of  epistles  (1.  c.)  contain  abundant  material  regarding  the  images. 

3  The  chief  passages  are  collected  in  great  abundance  and  are  well  arranged 
by  Sirmond  T.V.  sub  voce  "Imagines"  in  the  index. 
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Greek  Church  has  almost  entirely  excluded  plastic  represent 
ations,  and  its  practice  of  art  has,  in  consequence  of  the  ban 
placed  on  it  by  the  "authentic"  picture,  never  been  anything 
but  stunted.  No  one  can  deny  that  the  image-worshippers  had 
some  justification  in  their  controversy  with  the  iconoclasts ;  and 
for  Greek  Christianity,  as  it  was,  image-worship  was  a  vital 
question.  But  in  the  great  conflict  waged  for  a  century  by  the 
Byzantine  Church  with  the  State,  not  only  did  its  distinctive 
character,  but  [its  freedom,  depend  on  the  issue.  Great  monks 
had  tried  to  educate  the  Church  up  to  the  idea  of  freedom. 
In  the  fight  to  retain  its  character  it  was  victorious ;  but  in 
that  for  liberty  it  succumbed. 


CHAPTER    V. 


APPENDIX. — SKETCH  OF  THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  GENESIS 
OF  THE  ORTHODOX  SYSTEM. 

ORIGEN  had  drawn  up  a  system  of  Christian  theology  based 
on  the  four  principles,  God,  the  world,  freedom,  and  Holy 
Scripture,  and  depending  on  the  old  Catholic  Church  doctrine. 
It  is  the  only  original  scientific  system  ever  produced  by  the 
Greek  Church.  The  conception  of  a  scientific  system  of  truth 
is  in  itself  philosophical;  it  has  not  come  from  religion  which 
consists  rather  in  faith  in  revelation.  But  the  science  of  the 
time  had  conceded  a  lofty  place  within  itself  to  this  very  belief 
in  revelation,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  an  innate  instinct 
of  the  Christian  faith  to  give  an  account  of  itself. 

Origen's  undertaking  and  the  manner  in  which  he  carried  it 
out  contained  as  many  repellent  as  attractive  features  for  his 
Christian  contemporaries  and  the  future.  As  a  whole  it  held 
its  ground  only  in  the  narrow  circle  of  friends  and  followers ;  ' 
but  its  effects  were  nevertheless  incalculable.  If  Origen  had 
recast  the  whole  faith  (Pistis)  into  a  science  (Gnosis)  the  imme 
diate  consequence,  by  no  means  intended  by  him,  was  that 
some  of  his  gnostic  (theological)  propositions  were  introduced 
into  the  faith,  and  that  conversely  others  were  amended  in  accord 
ance  with  the  language  of  the  antignostic  Catholic  Kerygma. 
The  system  was  thus  dislocated,  and  with  good  reason  ;  for  it 
was  a  system,  simply  because  in  spite  of  its  scrupulous  regard 
for  the  Bible,  history,  and  freedom,  it  had  transformed  history 
into  a  natural  process.  In  opposing  the  notoriously  heterodox 
points  of  the  system — the  pre-existence  of  souls,  pre-temporal 

1  Theognostus,  Origen's  disciple,  made  a  new  attempt  at  constructing  a  system, 
see  Vol.  III.,  p.  96. 
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fall  of  souls,  eternal  creation  of  the  world,  the  doctrine  of  the 
transfigured  body,  and  Apokatastasis — -an  attack  was  made,  if 
not  always  consciously,  on  its  principles  which  became  conspi 
cuous  in  these  points.  For  the  above  doctrines  were  not  append 
ages  which  could  be  deleted;  they  rather  expressed  most  clearly 
the  fundamental  thought  of  the  system,  that  God  is  all  in  all, 
and  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  was  dealing  with  wholly 
inadequate  symbols  in  concerning  itself  with  the  conceptions  of 
the  creation  of  the  world  in  time,  the  historical  fall  and  redemp 
tion,  the  judgment,  and  a  twofold  final  destiny.  Men  desired 
science,  and  there  was,  as  in  all  ages,  only  one  science ;  then 
it  was  simply  that  which  Origen  had  represented.  But  at  the 
same  time  none  would  abandon  the  traditional  tenets  as  abso 
lutely  valid  truths,  partly  in  the  interest  of  conservatism,  partly 
because  it  was  vaguely  felt  that  scientific  theology  did  not  do 
justice  to  the  distinctive  character  of  Christian  faith.  That  was 
the  dilemma ;  but  in  one  point  all  thinkers  were  agreed  with 
Origen,  viz.,  that  the  final  aim  of  faith  and  of  the  theology 
accompanied  by  asceticism,  was  participation  in  the  knowledge 
and  consequently  the  life  of  the  Deity.  They  were  all  intellect- 
ualists,  even,  so  far  as  we  are  acquainted  with  them,  the  earliest 
opponents  of  Origen,  including  Methodius. '  And  theology 
brought  about  in  the  case  of  nearly  all  of  them  a  loss  to  faith 
incalculable  in  its  consequences — the  fading  of  moral  responsibi 
lity  and  of  the  conception  of  the  judgment.  No  doubt  the 
"Judgment"  was  maintained  as  before,  and  that  against  Origen; 
but  the  thought  had  lost  and  continued  more  and  more  to  lose 
its  all-commanding  position  in  doctrine. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century,  ~  Christianity  was, 
again  in  consequence  of  the  theology,  on  the  point  of  disrup 
tion.  Eusebius  has  himself  admitted  the  danger  in  the  outward 
organisation,  and  it  was  a  result  of  the  cleavage  in  thought. 
Bishops  spoke  authoritatively  in  the  East  who  had  learned  from 
Origen  all  sorts  of  ideas  that  put  the  doctrine  of  the  Church 
in  danger  of  running  to  seed.  A  compact  school  was  in  the 

1  Besides  him  the  earliest  opponents — after  Demetrius — were  Peter  of  Alexandria 
and  Eustathius  of  Antioch.     Pamphilus  and  Eusebius  wrote  against  Origen's  enemies. 

2  See  the  details  in  Vol.  III.,  pp.   121  — 162. 
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field  that,  while  it  considered  itself  very  scientific  and  genuinely 
biblical,  yet  without  knowing  or  intending  it,  secularised  Christ 
ianity.     Constantine    on    the    one   hand,  and  Athanasius  on  the 
other,  saved  Christendom.     Athanasius  was  no  follower  of  Ori- 
gen;  he  was  more  akin  to  Irenaeus.     In  giving  the  central  place 
to   the   thought   of  Christ's    essential    unity    with    God,    and    in 
carrying   it   out,    he    also    set   the   theology    of  the  future,  as  it 
seems,  on  a  new,  or  rather  on  the  old  Irenaean  basis.     But  he 
was    no   theologian,    or,    better,    he    ceased  to  be  one  from  the 
moment  when  he  perceived  the  central  significance  of  the  above 
conception    of  faith.     He   hardly  touched,  let  alone  solved,  the 
problem  of  correlating  it  with  all  the  other  results  of  contempo 
rary    knowledge,    with  the  whole  of  natural  theology.     He  had 
enough   to    do    in  showing  that  a  conception  still  alien,  at  any 
rate    to    the    majority,    and    clothed  in  an  unfamiliar  word,  was 
scriptural,  traditional,  and  fundamental,  and  in  obviating  object 
ions.     A   kind    of  system    was  rather  constructed  by  the  strict 
Arians — Aetius  and  Eunomius — by  means  of  Aristotelian  philo 
sophy.     Every    professed  system  up  till  past  the  middle  of  the 
fourth    century    was  heterodox,  with  the  sole  exception  of  that 
of  Marcellus ;  but  while  he  made  a  bold  front  against  the  whole 
doctrine    of  Origen,  he  seemed  to  fall  into  long  refuted  errors. 
His  fate  itself  proves  that  one  thing,  in  whose  assertion  orthodox 
and  Arians  were  agreed,  was  already  inseparably  bound  up  with 
the    Christianity  of  the  cultured,  viz.,  the  Neo-platonic  doctrine 
of  God  and  his  revelation.     The  one  party — the  Arians — might 
supplement    it    with    Aristotelianism,    the    other    might  give  the 
widest   scope  to  the  conception  of  salvation  embodied  in  Jesus 
Christ,  but  in  the  above  fundamental  thought  both  were  agreed, 
and  the  common  veneration  of  Origen  is  proof  of  this. '  Cyril's 
catechisms  show  the  procedure  followed  in  the  catechetic  instruc 
tion    of  the   cultured.     They  are  based  on  the  Symbol,  and  its 
separate   points    are    proved    from    Scripture.     Agreement   with 
Scripture  is  sufficient ;  it  also  guarantees,  so  to  speak,  the  unity, 
or,  better,  it  suppresses  the  craving  for  strict  unity.  Revelation, 
as  contained  in  the  oracles  of  Scripture,  was  to  satisfy  all  wants. 
The    catechist    did    not    indeed    renounce    rational    argument   in 

1    On  Arians  and  orthodox,  see  Chap.  I. 
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support  of  separate  points  of  doctrine,  but  he  did  not  offer 
anything  like  a  system.  On  the  other  hand,  traditionalism  and 
the  mysticism  of  the  cultus  were  already  strongly  marked.  Nor 
was  the  latter  unconnected  with  Origen ;  on  the  contrary,  no 
theologian  of  early  times  did  so  much  to  further  it  as  he. 

The  transference  of  Athanasius'  thought  into  the  scientific 
theology,  i.e.,  into  Origenism,  was  the  work  of  the  Cappadocians. 
Among  them  Gregory  of  Nyssa  was  the  most  thorough  adher 
ent  of  Origen.  Though  not  without  some  reservations,  yet  it 
can  be  said  that  he  represented  the  fundamental  conception  of 
Origen.  l  His  "  Great  Catechism "  is  the  only  writing  of  the 
fourth  century  which  can  be  compared  to  the  work  "De  prin- 
cipiis";  but  it  contains  a  much  narrower  range  of  ideas,  and 
is  by  no  means,  even  in  Gregory's  own  view,  a  complete  work 
on  dogma. 2  Next  to  the  Cappadocians,  Didymus  of  Alexandria 
is  to  be  named  as  a  disciple  of  Origen.  It  was  of  immense 
importance  that,  just  before  complete  traditionalism  settled  on 
the  Church,  these  men  took  up  the  cause  of  theological  science 
in  Origen's  sense,  further,  that  at  this  very  time  men  were 
found  in  the  West  to  communicate  the  views  of  the  Cappadocians 

1  The    reservations    are,    certainly,    not    unimportant.     If    Gregory    also    shared 
Origeu's  starting-point,  viz.,  the  antithesis  of  the  spiritually  divine  and  the  sensuous, 
yet  he  had  a  more  distinct  grasp  of  the  notion  of  creation,  and  attempted  to  under 
stand    the    sensuous    as    a    necessary  side  of  human  nature.     Finally,  however,  he 
also   regards   the  whole  development  explored  by  Christian  theology  as  a  cosmical 
process  5    only   the  process  does  not  appear  so  manifest  as  in  Origen,  who  besides 
had  also,  judging  from  Clement  of  Alex.,  introduced  ideas  alien  to  it. 

2  Everything  in  the  "Great  Catechism"  is  rational.     The  author  begins  by  ex 
pounding  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  the  just  mean  between  Jewish  monotheism 
and    heathen    polytheism.     He    also    shows    that    it    occurs    in    the  Old  Testament 
(c.   I — 4).     Then  follows  the  account  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation  (c.  5 — 32), 
which    forms    the    subject    proper    of   the    Catechism.     It    is  treated  from  the  most 
varied  sides  5  the  reason,  nature,  and  result  of  the  incarnation  are  discussed.     It  is 
proved  from  the  essential  attributes  of  God  as  well  as  the  state  of  men;  and  it  is 
shown    that   on  the  one  hand  it  corresponds  to  the  goodness,  justice,  wisdom,  and 
power    of   God,    and    on    the    other    presupposes  the  condition  of  evil,  death,  and 
freedom  in  man.     Christ  became  man  for  all,  but  he  is  the  physician  only  for  the 
virtuous.    The  old  question  why  he  appeared  so  late  is  also  (c.  29)  discussed.    The 
conclusion    is    taken    up    with    expositions  of  Baptism,  the  Last  Supper,  and  faith, 
which  constitute  the  new  birth,  /'.£.,  virtuous  life  (c.  33 — 40).     Origen's  conceptions, 
though  grouped  round  a  new  centre  in  that  of  Athanasius,  run  through  the  whole ; 
this    is    still    more   conspicuous  in  some  of  the  other  writings  by  the  same  author. 
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and  Didymus  to  their  native  land,  and,  finally,  that  the  Byzan 
tine  Church  never  ventured  to  condemn  the  works  of  the 
Cappadocians — of  Gregory  of  Nyssa.  The  last  is  especially  a 
fact  which  cannot  fail  to  excite  astonishment ;  but  what  would 
have  been  left  to  the  Greek  Church  from  the  sixth  century  down, 
if  to  the  condemned  doctors  of  the  Church  and  their  writings 
we  had  further  to  add  the  main  works  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa. 
Since,  however,  the  Church  has  steadily  acknowledged  the 
orthodoxy  of  the  Cappadocians, l  Origen  himself  has  after  all 
been  always  looked  at  as  only  half  a  heretic.  Up  to  the  present 
day  the  members  of  the  two  Catholic  Churches  do  not  know 
exactly  how  they  ought  really  to  regard  him.  He  has  remained 
a  thorn  in  the  flesh  of  the  Church. 

At  the  close  of  the  fourth  century  it  was  settled  that  the 
dogmas  of  the  Trinity  and  the  Incarnation  constituted  the  faith ; 
for  they  were  most  intimately  connected,  and  the  former  was 
fixed  in  terms  of  the  Incarnation.  The  great  Apollinaris,  a 
systematic  theologian  and  besides  an  opponent  of  Origen's 
method,  and  the  Cappadocians  established  this  conviction.  By 
this  means  an  immense  gain  was  made  on  the  one  hand,  but 
on  the  other  not  much ;  for  what  good  did  it  do  to  confess 
these  doctrines,  as  long  as  it  was  possible  by  means  of  philoso 
phy  to  furnish  very  different  versions  of  them,  or  while  the 
infinite  number  of  other  tenets,  which  fell  within  the  range  of 
theology  and  required  absolutely  to  be  discussed  in  terms  of 
the  Symbol  or  of  Holy  Scripture,  were  destitute  of  any  fixed 
form?  We  must  again,  or,  rather  still  conceive  the  state  of 
matters  during  the  whole  of  the  fourth  century  on  to  its  close 
as  being  mutatis  mutandis  the  same  as  when  Gnosticism  flourished, 
though  a  consensus  of  opinion  was  not  wanting  in  the  Church. 

1  The  Cappadocians  were  always  held  to  be  the  foremost  among  theologians. 
Thus  Theodore  of  Studion  says  (Antirrhet  II.  adv.  Iconom.,  p.  123,  edit.  Sirmoiid.) : 
xaet  5>)  Kx.ova-6tJ.ebx  ruv  xopvtyxtoTxruv  irxrepav,  Tpyyopiou  ptv  rou  Qfoh6yav . .  . 
Bxiriteiov  $t  TOV  neyxhov,  and  of  the  former  (Iamb.  67,  p.  766) :  BpovSuv  rx  6elx 
Ty  @oy  rcSv  SoypxTuv,  'H%*jo-x<;  'OVTW?  T*)V  vTrovpxviov,  pxxxp'  Kttt  irx<rx$  xirpi% 
pupxvxi;  rxi;  xipetrstf,  Tov  xoo-pov  etmjpt^xi;  ev  ro7<;  <ro7<;  *.6yoi$.  From  the  sixth 
century  Gregory  of  Nyssa  put  his  admirers  in  a  precarious  position  by  his  mani 
festly  heterodox  doctrines.  They  were  hushed  up;  yet  their  author  is  not  placed 
by  the  Greeks  of  to-day  on  quite  the  same  high  level  as  Basilius  and  Gregory  of 
Nazianzus. 
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There  was  no  recognised  conception  of  the  nature  of  the  In 
carnation,  after  the  bold  and  sanguine  attempt  of  Apollinaris 
had  been  rejected  as  heretical,  and  the  hundred  and  one 
"doctrines"  which  floated  round  the  Trinitarian  and  Christolo- 
gical  dogma  were  as  fickle  and  uncertain  as  the  waves  of  the 
sea.  It  was  not  known  what  belonged  to  the  "faith",  whether 
to  include  psychology,  or  natural  science.  Everything  offered 
itself,  and  nothing  could  be  declared  indifferent  without  danger ; 
it  was  uncertain,  too,  in  what  form  it  did  belong  to  faith.  No 
one  knew  how  the  Bible  was  to  be  interpreted,  whether  lite 
rally,  or  typically,  or  spiritually ;  no  form  of  interpretation  could 
be  wholly  accepted  or  wholly  rejected.  It  was  not  known  what 
was  to  be  expected  in  a  future  state ;  and  as  much  doubt  pre 
vailed  about  the  beginning  as  about  the  end  of  things.  Con 
ceptions  still  existed  of  God,  the  earth,  heaven,  Christ,  the 
glories  of  Paradise  and  the  horrors  of  the  judgment,  like  those 
prevalent  among  the  old  "Saints"  of  the  second  century,  and 
they  were  firmly  held  with  less  sanctity,  but  the  same  fanati 
cism,  by  the  new  saints,  the  monks. 

On  the  other  hand,  both  among  monks  and  others,  conceptions 
existed  such  as  Origen  cherished  from  which  the  many-coloured 
pictures  and  dramatic  scenes  had  disappeared :  men  believed  in 
eternal  worlds,  the  original  affinity  of  the  human  spirit  with  God, 
in  the  one  unfolding  itself  into  the  many,  and  the  many  necessarily 
returning  into  the  one.  And  in  the  fourth  century  Christians,  and 
even  clerics,  went  beyond  Origen.  To  them  the  coverings  and 
masks  into  which  he  had  transformed  the  realistic  doctrines  of 
the  Church  were  still  more  transparent.  A  man  was  now  a 
Christian  because  every  one  was  or  was  becoming  one ;  but  he 
would  not  cease  being  a  philosopher.  It  was  hardly  necessary 
to  come  to  terms  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  for,  one  or 
two  points  being  set  aside,  it  was  held  to  be  correct,  rational, 
and  Platonic.  The  Incarnation  caused  greater  difficulty,  but 
the  Cappadocians  themselves  had  shown  how  it  could  be  under 
stood  rationally.  A  still  further  step  was  taken ;  the  humanity 
assumed  by  God  was  dealt  with  in  a  free  and  easy  manner. 
Speculation  found  plenty  of  expedients  by  which  to  pare  down 
the  paradox  and  to  reduce  it  to  the  level  of  the  intelligible. 
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But  once  one  had  formulated,  somehow  or  other,  his  assent  to 
the  Trinity  and  Incarnation  he  was  really  free  and  could  apply 
Greek  learning  ('EMyvixy  Trxtifix)  as  much  as  he  pleased  to 
Christian  truth,  interpreting  its  myths.  l  Moreover,  there  were 
Christianised  philosophers  who  succeeded  by  an  artifice  in  unit 
ing  the  sublimest  spiritualism  with  superstition ;  they  inculcated 
a  ritualistic  immanence  of  the  pneumatic  in  material,  if  conse 
crated,  things,  and  transformed  the  whole  world  and  history 
into  a  descending  series  of  types  and  symbols,  which  appeared 
at  the  same  time  as  effective  vehicles  of  the  divine.  Creation 
was  the  evolution  of  the  one  into  a  world  of  ideas,  symbols 
and  types — every  potency  being  the  copy  of  a  higher,  and  the 
pattern  for  a  lower  one ;  and  redemption  was  completed  in  the 
mysteries  of  thought  and  the  cultus,  which  led  from  type  to 
type,  from  potency  to  potency,  up  to  the  all-embracing  One. 
Thus  lamblichus  had  taught;  Neoplatonic  philosophers  of  the 
fourth  and  fifth  centuries  followed  him,  and  as  they  were  in  a 
position  to  conserve  heathen  mythologies  and  cults  by  this  view, 
Christians  transferred  the  conception  and  method  to  Christianity. 
To  them  the  Incarnation  no  longer  appeared  as  an  isolated 
paradox ;  it  was  a  special  instance,  or  the  verification,  or  neces 
sary  result,  of  the  cosmical  process.  The  great  Unknown,  who 
probably  belonged  to  Alexandria,  and  who  is  called  Pseudo- 
Dionysius,  "  in  an  elaborate  conception  of  the  world,  smuggled 
into  the  Greek  Church  and  its  theology  the  Neoplatonism  into 
which  the  other  doctors  of  the  Church  had  only  dipped  timidly,  (?) 
and  on  this  foundation  he  constructed  his  theory  of  the  heavenly 
hierarchy,  and  its  copy,  the  hierarchy  of  the  Church."  2  Diony- 

1  Nothing    is    more    instructive    here    than    the    study    of   the    noble    Synesius. 
Thousands  must  have  held  the  same  views  as  he  at  the  transition  from  the  fourth 
to  the  fifth  century ;  but  few  possessed  the  honesty  of  this  Hishop  or  the  clearness 
of  his  mind;  see  above  all  his  letter  to  his  brother  Euoptius,  when  confronted  by 
the    question    whether    he    should    or  should  not  accept  the  bishopric  offered  him. 
He  was  then  still  a  Neoplatonist,  and,  though  he  afterwards  modified  his  views  to 
some    extent,    he    never    ceased   to  be  one.     But  he  openly  declared  that  while  he 
would  not  give  up  science,  he  would  accept  outwardly  the  mythical  wrapping  (roe 
3'  e£a    4»Mo^«/flwv),    since    the  people  did  not  endure  the  clear  light. — Even  at  the 
end    of    the    fourth  century,  Church  Fathers  found  it  necessary  to  oppose  the  idea 
first  broached  by  Celsus,  that  Christ  had  borrowed  from  Plato. 

2  Steitz,  Jahrbb.  XL,  p.   195. 
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sius  seems  to  be  a  realist  in  the  sense  of  the  Church;  he  lets 
everything  realistic  stand ;  but  it  is  all  in  fact  simply  a  wrap 
ping  ;  nothing  is  and  nothing  happens  which  is  not  self-evolved 
in  the  process  of  the  Cosmos.  At  the  same  time  it  is  unmis 
takable  that,  though  the  form  by  which  it  is  expressed  is  not 
satisfactory,  the  nature  of  the  good  is  perceived — it  consists  in 
inner  union  with  God. l  It  was  of  inexpressible  importance  that 

1  On  the  system  of  Dionysius,  see  Steitz  1.  c.,  pp.  197 — 229.  The  fundamental 
thought  of  Dionysius  is  the  absolute  transcendence  of  God ;  but  God  is  to  him, 
at  the  same  time,  absolute  causality  ;  as  causality  he  still  stands  outside  of  the 
world  (the  many),  but  yet  the  forces  emanating  from  him  can  on  the  other  hand 
be  regarded  as  a  self- reduplication  (TroAhaTrhxa-ixZetrSxi).  Thus  the  attempt  was 
made  to  combine  the  thought  of  the  transcendence  of  the  One  with  Pantheism. 
This  One  is  force  and  movement  in  virtue  of  the  eput;  (xyxTrvi)  dwelling  in  it,  and 
thus  it  issues  from  itself  in  order  to  return  to  itself.  This  emanation,  however,  is 
identical  with  the  fixing  of  Trpoopta-pot  and  vxpadei'yiJ.xTX;  i.e.^  the  finite  conceived 
as  pure  forms  exists  from  eternity  in  God  himself,  nay,  treated  and  conceived  as 
one,  it  is  himself.  In  him  and  belonging  to  him  the  forces  are  always  immaterial, 
undivided,  identical.  From  the  standpoint  of  God,  accordingly,  the  whole  process 
of  the  world  is  simply  pure  self-movement;  but  viewed  from  beneath  it  is  one  of 
unfolding,  division,  and  descent,  and  again  of  ascent,  unification,  and  return  to 
the  One.  We  must  always  maintain  both,  rest  and  movement,  transcendence  and 
immanence,  unity  and  multiplicity.  To  this  correspond  the  kataphatic  and  the 
apophatic  theologies.  The  former  descends  from  God  to  things  in  order  from  the 
effects  to  draw  conclusions  as  to  the  absolute,  inexhaustible,  nature  of  the  One. 
The  latter  rises  from  things  to  God,  in  order  to  deny  regarding  him  all  that  may 
be  conceived,  and  to  find  him  exalted  above  the  antithesis  of  error  and  truth,  of 
not-being  and  being.  The  latter  is  to  Dionysius  the  more  appropriate,  but  the 
two  methods  ought  not  to  contradict  each  other;  for  the  Deity  is  placed  even 
above  the  antithesis  formed  by  the  statements  of  the  apophatic  and  kataphatic 
theology.  In  his  fifth  Epistle,  Dionysius  says  (I.,  p.  594,  ed.  Corder) :  6  fleTo? 
yvofyot;  eo-ri  TO  xirpoo-iTOv  <$>«? — how  often  since  that  has  been  repeated  by  mystics ! — 
sv  &  xxroixsHv  6  ©EO?  ^syerxf  xxi  xopxria  ye  '6vri  Stx  ryv  tnreps%ovo-xv  Qxvoryrx 
xact  onrpotriTia  rffi  OCVTU  Six  T>JV  t/5T£p/3oAJjv  rv}$  vifspovo-iov  fywroxwixc;,  sv  rovrca 
yfyvsrxi  TT«C  6  @sbv  yvuvxi  KXt  iSslv  x^tov/^svot;  XVT&  Tia  py  opatv  /j.y$e  yivwffxsiv, 
«A^3fti5  kv  ria  vTrsp  'dpxtrtv  xc:i  yvuHriv  yiyvo^svo^.  The  thought  of  God's  tran 
scendence  was  the  decisive  point.  To  the  unmoved  mover  every  spirit,  nay,  every 
thing  in  its  own  way  strives  to  rise.  "  A  nameless  longing  passes  through  all  the 
veins  of  nature;"  God  himself  comes  not  nearer;  but  men  can  force  themselves 
up  to  him.  Evil  consists  in  being  separated  from  him;  it  is  a  pure  negation;  it 
does  not  exist  in  relation  to  God ;  for  it  is  a  negative  in  the  sphere  of  the  many, 
which  yet  in  view  of  God  constitute  a  non-material  unity :  it  is  the  unnatural, 
that  which  does  not  correspond  to  the  nature  of  the  various  beings  and  things, 
each  taken  in  its  distinctive  character.  In  so  far  as  these  are.  they  are  good;  but 
in  so  far  as  they  are  not  what  they  ought  to  be,  they  contain  evil  in  themselves.  It 
remains  obscure,  however,  how  they  cannot  be  what  they  ought.  Is  it  due  to  the 
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from  and  after  the  sixth  century  the  writings  of  the  Unknown,  which 
also  betrayed  the  influence  of  Aristotle,  were  held  to  be  the 
works  of  an  Apostolic  personage.  Neoplatonism  and  the  mysticism 
of  the  Cultus  were  thus  declared  to  be  part  of  classic  Christianity. 
The  representatives  of  the  " common  sense"  of  the  Church 
at  the  end  of  the  fourth  century  were  quite  aware  of  the 

multiplication  in  itself,  or  to  an  unknown  hindrance  ?  In  any  case  the  good  is 
union  with  God.  At  this  point  begins  the  most  characteristic  work  of  Dionysius, 
its  mystical  and  scholastic  feature.  This  union,  like  everything  else,  has  its  stages;  it 
is  consummated  by  purification,  illumination,  and  perfecting.  As  the  sun  dispels 
darkness,  then  fills  everything  with  light,  and  brings  it  to  perfection,  so  also  does 
the  Deity.  And  everything  in  the  Cosmos  contributes  to  this  process;  it  is  the 
object  and  agent  of  redemption ;  it  is  a  universe  of  symbols  which  lead  to  God, 
but  which  cannot  be  entirely  transcended  in  this  world;  for  we  only  see  through 
a  mirror  in  a  dark  saying.  The  process  itself  is  no  pure  process  of  thought;  thinking 
is  only  its  accompaniment;  it  is  a  process  of  the  action  of  being  upon  being; 
therefore  the  symbol  and  the  rite  which  offer  themselves  to  the  feeling  of  the  soul 
that  is  passive  and  yields  itself  up  to  them.  Accordingly  we  have,  at  the  close, 
the  passive  intuition,  in  which  man  no  longer  participates  in  anything  external, 
is  no  longer  conscious  of  anything  positive,  but  negativing  all  things,  loses  him 
self  in  the  inscrutable.  Yet  there  is  no  negation  from  which  it  would  not  be 
necessary  to  separate  the  Deity  by  a  vvfp ;  the  imagination  must  cast  anchor  before 
the  portals  of  the  inscrutable  and  incomprehensible.  The  purifying,  illuminating, 
and  perfecting  rites  are  imparted  to  men  by  the  heavenly  and  ecclesiastical 
hierarchies.  But  between  these  and  the  Deity  Dionysius  has  -placed  the  Church 
doctrines  of  the  Trinity  and  the  Incarnation.  The  former  has  been  outwardly 
treated  orthodoxly  on  the  whole,  yet  in  such  a  way  that  it  after  all  merely  assumes 
the  form  of  a  Trinity  in  revelation ;  i.e.,  the  persons  are  regarded  as  the  first  stages 
in  the  multiplication  of  the  Deity  which  is  continued  in  the  heavenly  hierarchy; 
however,  this  way  of  looking  at  the  matter  is  disguised  from  view.  As  regards 
the  Incarnation,  the  system  has  naturally  no  room  for  it;  for  regard  for  the  tran 
scendence  of  the  Deity  prevents  it  from  recognising  any  incarnation,  and  in  con 
sequence  of  his  immanence  the  whole  process  of  the  Cosmos  itself  is  the  materialis 
ing  and  manifestation  of  the  Deity  in  the  world.  Yet  the  Incarnation  is  maintained; 
but,  since  this  was  impossible,  it  is  not  made  the  central  point,  but  serves  as  the 
foundation  of  various  speculations,  and  the  illustration  of  valuable  thoughts.  The 
result  of  the  Incarnation  in  Jesus  is  conceived  as  a  raising  of  human  nature  to  its 
highest  power,  and  not  properly  as  a  fusion  of  two  natures  (yet  we  have  the  expression : 
xctivy  SsxvSpixti  evepyEix) ;  for  even  in  the  manifestation  of  Jesus  the  Deity  remains  con 
cealed  and  incomprehensible.  Like  all  symbols  and  phenomena  the  Incarnation  is  in  a 
certain  sense  a  disguising  of  the  Deity.  With  Jesus  Dionysius  also  connects  a  few  realistic 
Church  doctrines  as  to  redemption,  victory  over  the  demons,  and  dfoycvsa-tx ;  but 
the  Incarnation  really  is  the  representation  of  God's  unfolding  of  himself  in  general. 
As  regards  the  actual  redemption  of  individuals  the  main  stress  is  placed  in  this 
system  on  the  two  hierarchies  and  the  mysteries.  These  hierarchies  are  genuinely 
Neo-platonic.  The  heavenly  was  formed  by  the  graded  choirs  of  angels  (Triads, 
see  Vol.  III.,  Chap.  4)  which  themselves  consecrated  severally  by  the  higher,  consecrate 
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heterodoxies  which  existed  in  spite  of,  and  side  by  side  with, 
the  confession  of  the  Trinity  and  Incarnation ;  some  of  them 
indeed  were  themselves  not  content  with  the  generally  received 
doctrine.  They  desired  a  God  with  eyes,  ears  and  limbs,  a 
resurrection  of  the  identical  body,  and  a  visible  glorious  king 
dom  of  Christ  at  the  end  of  the  world.  Even  an  exceedinerlv 

o   J 

cultured  exegete  like  Apollinaris  made  common  cause  with 
them  in  the  last  point.  A  founder  was  sought  for  hete 
rodoxies;  it  was  impossible  to  blame  Manichaeism  for  every 
thing.  'EAAtywxv;  Trxi^flix  was  held  to  be  the  culprit,  and  there 
fore  also  Origen,  the  man  who  was  said,  not  without  reason, 
to  have  introduced  it  into  Christian  theology.  A  passionate 
opposition  was  raised  in  Egypt  among  the  Scetian  monks,  and 
in  Palestine  where  Origen  had  many  admirers.  It  was,  above 
all,  the  narrow  but  honest  Epiphanius  who  saw  in  Origen  the 
father  of  Arianism  and  many  other  heresies.  The  comprehensive 
chapter  against  him  in  the  former's  Panarion  (H.  64)  is  the 
first  polemical  writing  we  possess  of  ecclesiastical  traditionalism 
against  Origen ;  it  is  by  no  means  unskilful ;  it  does  not  confine 
itself  to  details,  but  disputes  e  fundamento  the  title  to  a  place 
in  the  Church  of  a  theology  such  as  Origen  offered.1  The 
"Expositio  fidei  catholicae  ecclesiae "  appended  to  the  Panarion 
shows,  indeed,  the  complete  inability  of  Epiphanius  to  give  an 
account  of  the  faith  ;  it  loses  itself  as  usual  in  irrelevant  discus 
sions,  and  the  positive  contents  are  extraordinarily  scanty.  But 
the  attack  on  Origen  (compare  also  the  somewhat  earlier  "  An- 

severally  the  lower;  the  historical  Christ  even  had  his  place  among  them.  The 
ecclesiastical  hierarchy  consisted  of  the  bishops,  priests,  and  deacons;  and  the  means 
which  acted  from  beneath  upwards  were  the  six  mysteries  (see  Chap.  IV.).  In  the 
work  on  the  ecclesiastical  hierarchy  these  mysteries  are  minutely  explained.  Every 
openly  heterodox  opinion  is,  as  generally,  once  more  avoided.  "  The  Areopagite  has 
given  the  Church  an  exposition  of  all  the  mystic  rites,  such  as  it  had  not  possessed  till 
then,  in  which  every  act  of  the  cultus  has  its  peculiar,  deeper  reference  and  secret 
meaning.  His  exposition  attaches  itself  in  form  to  Christian  dogma,  and  could 
therefore  serve  as  a  pattern  to  the  Church  theologians  of  the  following  centuries. 
As  regards  the  matter,  indeed,  the  case  is  different;  for  the  Christian  dogmas  them 
selves  merely  appear  as  the  dress  of  Neo-platonic  ideas,  to  which  the  inflexible 
form  offers  a  stubborn  resistance." 

1    H.    64    c.    73 ;    Zv,    Tlpiysvy,  XTTO  rv^  'EAA^wxij;  irxiSsi'ets  Tt/<f>A«5s<£  TOV  voSv 
eZyneo-ecs  rbv  ibv  roif  -TttAtltri  a-oi,  xxi  yeyova?  Kvro~i$  ei$  PP&IJ.K 
OCUTOI;  y$ixy<T&i  ocSixyiraci;  rovt;  irtei'ov$ 
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coratus")  opened  the  first  great  controversy  over  the  question 
whether  scientific  theology  as  understood  by  Origen  was  legi 
timate  or  not.  Walch  has  described  the  history  of  this  controversy 
with  his  usual  thoroughness.  It  is  acknowledged  how  disagree 
ably  the  action  of  Epiphanius  disturbed  the  circle  of  Origen's 
-monkish  admirers,  who  were  congregated  in  Palestine  under 
the  protection  of  the  like-minded  John,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem. 
The  dream  that  one  might  be  both  a  pillar  of  the  Church  and 
a  theologian  like  Origen  was  dissipated.  Jerome  preferred  to 
remain  a  pillar  and  to  abandon  Origen.  After  his  desertion 
and  his  betrayal  of  his  friend  Rufinus,  he  became  the  father  of 
the  "science  of  the  Church."  To  some  extent  he  is  a  type  of 
this  "science"  up  to  the  present  day.  It  lives  on  fragments 
of  the  men  whom  it  declares  to  be  heretics.  It  accepts  just  as 
much  from  them  as  circumstances  permit,  and  retains  of  the 
old  what  it  can  maintain  with  decency.  It  cultivates  a  little 
literalness,  a  little  allegory,  and  a  little  typology.  It  attacks 
all  questions  with  a  parade  of  freedom  from  prejudice;  but 
anything  inconvenient  it  surrounds  with  a  thousand  invented 
difficulties.  It  is  proud  of  its  free-thought  in  matters  of  no 
importance,  and  hides  itself  finally,  when  hot  pressed,  behind 
a  brazen  stare.  It  characterises  its  friends  as  "well-disposed", 
homines  boni,  and  slanders  its  opponents.  Where  evasion  is  no 
longer  possible,  it  states  the  inexorable  historical  fact  as  a  major 
premise ;  to  this  it  adds  a  minor  taken  from  its  prejudices,  and 
then  it  solves  the  syllogistic  problem  by  the  aid  of  piquant 
conceits. '  It  can  be  incredibly  frivolous  and  again  pedantically 
learned,  just  as  it  suits.  Only  one  question  does  not  occur  in 
its  catechism,  and  it  is  always  hard  to  drive  it  home,  viz.,  what 
is  historical  truth?  That  is  the  science  of — Jerome. 

1  For  a  parallel  to  this  characterisation  compare  Luther,  Vom  Papstthum  zu  Rom 
wider  den  hochberiihmten  Roman  isten  zu  Leipzig  (Weimarer  Ausgabe,  Vol.  VI.  304): 
Lieber  Romanist,  wer  hat  daran  gezweiffelt,  dass  das  alt  Gesetz  und  seine  Figuren 
mussen  ym  Neuen  erfullet  werden?  man  durfit  deiner  Meisterschaft  hirynnen  nichts 
Aber  hie  soltestu  dich  lassen  sehen  und  beweysen  deine  hohe  Kunst,  das  die  selb 
Erfulling  durch  Petrum  odder  denn  Bapst  gescheh :  Da  schweygestu  wie  ein  Stock, 
da  zu  reden  ist,  und  schwetzist  da  nit  not  zu  redenn  ist.  Hastu  dein  logica  nit 
bass  gelernet  r  Du  probirst  die  maiores,  die  niemant  anficht,  und  nympst  fur  gewiss 
die  minores,  die  ydermann  anficht,  und  schleussist  was  Du  wilt. 
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Epiphanius'  breach  with  John  led  to  the  intervention  of  the 
Alexandrian  Bishop  Theophilus,  who,  at  the  time,  still  refused 
to  yield  to  the  "  anthropomorphists ",  and  adhered  to  Origen's 
party.  Rome  also  took  part  in  the  dispute  which,  settled  as 
between  the  bishops,  broke  out  anew  between  the  two  scholars. 
Rufinus  was  only  able  to  defend  Origen's  orthodoxy  by  the 
doubtful  assumption  that  "heretics"  had  corrupted  his  works 
But  that  helped  neither  him  nor  Origen.  Origen  was  con 
demned  and  Rufinus  censured  in  Rome  in  A.D.  399  by  the 
ignorant  Anastasius.  The  errors  charged  against  Origen  (see 
Hieron.  ad  Pammach.)  were,  a  subordinationist  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity,  the  doctrine  of  the  preexistence  of  souls  and  their  con 
demnation  to  enter  into  bodies,  the  view  of  the  future  conver 
sion  of  the  devil  and  the  demons,  the  interpretation  of  the 
skins  in  Gen.  III.  to  mean  the  body,  the  spiritualising  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  resurrection  of  the  body,  the  explanation  of 
Paradise  as  spiritual,  and  the  too  extensive  use  of  the  allegori 
cal  method,  etc.  Not  only,  however,  did  Rome  renounce  Ori 
gen,  but  Alexandria  also.  Theophilus  saw  that  his  power  in 
Egypt  would  be  shaken  if  he  did  not  rely  upon  the  masses  of 
stupid  and  fanatical  Coptic  monks,  the  anthropomorphists,  in 
whose  circles  a  material  God  was  defended  in  doggerel  rhymes, 
and  the  ancient  apocalyptic  literature  was  greedily  read.  Theo 
philus  wheeled  round,  abandoned,  and  that  with  strong  personal 
feeling,  the  admirers  of  Origen  among  the  monks,  and,  with 
the  approval  of  Rome,  hurled  his  anathemas  against  him. 
Jerome,  ever  on  the  alert  to  blot  out  the  stain  that  attached 
to  him  from  having  once  venerated  the  great  theologian,  trans 
lated  into  Latin  Theophilus'  slanderous  Easter  epistle  against 
Origenism,  although  he  must  have  seen  through  its  calumnies. 
In  Constantinople,  however,  the  fight  waged  by  Theophilus 
against  his  former  friends,  the  Nitrian  monks,  was  followed  by 
that  agitation  of  which  Chrysostom  was  a  victim.  It  was  the 
first  violent  attempt  of  the  Alexandrian  Patriarch,  who  by  his 
alliance  with  the  masses  had  won  a  secure  position  in  his  own 
diocese,  to  get  possession  of  the  Constantinopolitan  patriarchate, 
the  capital,  and  whole  Church  of  the  East. 

Meanwhile    it    was    only    in   the   West  that   the    influence  of 
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Origen  was  really  deeply  shaken  by  these  endeavours.  Jerome 
persuaded  the  Western  Church  that  Origen  was  the  father  of 
Pelagianism ;  Vincentius  of  Lerinum  held  him  up  as  an  example 
along  with  Apollinaris  and  other  heretics;  Leo  I.  considered 
him  a  heretic,  and  Gelasius  insisted  that  Jerome's  criticism  should 
be  maintained  in  dealing  with  his  works.  '  Orthodoxy  held  its 
ground  unshaken  as  regards  all  the  points  of  doctrine  touching 
on  the  dogmas  of  the  Trinity  and  Incarnation,  which  in  the 
West  were  hardly  ever  subjects  of  controversy.  Jerome  now 
became  the  standard  theologian  and  exegete.  Everything  ancient 
and  distinctive,  even  where  it  did  not  lie  in  the  direction  of 
Origenism,  disappeared  more  and  more  in  the  West.  The 
Western  Church  became  the  Church  of  Jerome;  but  it  became 
also — to  its  lasting  benefit — the  Church  of  Augustine  (see  Vol.  V.). 

It  was  different  in  the  East.  The  transformation  of  the  con 
troversy  about  Origen  into  a  conflict  between  two  great  Patri 
archs,  in  which  Origen  was  soon  lost  sight  of,  and  the  rehabili 
tation,  belated  indeed,  of  Chrysostom,  favoured  the  impugned 
reputation  of  the  great  theologian.  But  even  apart  from  this, 
his  influence  was  too  deeply  rooted  to  be  upset  by  a  single 
bishop,  no  matter  how  powerful.  His  individuality  represented 
the  'EAhyviy.y  Transfix,  with  which  men  would  not  dispense.  They 
were  willing  to  recognise  the  dogma  of  the  Church,  i.e.,  the 
doctrines  of  the  Trinity  and  Incarnation;  but  they  sought 
besides  freedom  to  interest  themselves  in  (theological)  science. 
The  Church  History  of  Socrates  shows  the  undiminished  in 
fluence  of  Origen — see  above  Vol.  III.,  p.  146  and  elsewhere; 
even  before  Socrates,  the  celebrated  Evagrius  of  Pontus  had 
sturdily  defended  him,  and  Sozomen  himself,  monkish  and 
narrow  as  he  was,  was  no  opponent  of  Origen.  The  outbreak 
of  the  Nestorian  and  Monophysite  controversies  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  Incarnation  soon  thrust  everything  else  into  the  back 
ground,  and  procured  for  Origen's  cause  a  temporary  peace. 

It   is    fitting   that  we  should  here  take  a  glance  at  the  Patri- 

1  The  so-called  decree  of  Gelasius,  which  obtained  a  far-reaching  importance 
in  the  West  is  also  otherwise  important  from  the  condemnation  it  passed  on  the 
whole  of  earlier  Christian  literature.  The  orthodox  Church  was  determined  to 
vilify  and  then  to  bury  its  own  past  in  order  to  maintain  undisputed  the  fiction 
that  it  had  always  remained  the  same. 
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archate  of  Antioch  and  its  neighbouring  territories.  The  circum 
stances  there  were  wholly  peculiar.  The  East  swarmed  with 
old  and  new  sects.  All  sorts  betook  themselves  thither,  andr 
beside  the  official  Christianity  only  to  be  met  with  in  Greek 
cities,  there  existed  an  assortment  of  the  most  varied  Christian 
communions.  Even  in  the  fifth  century  the  Bishops  had  to  face 
conflicts  there  which  had  almost  died  out  in  Rome,  Byzantium, 
and  Alexandria,  as  early  as  the  third  century.  Therefore  the 
Bishops  living  in  or  sprung  from  that  quarter  still  possessed 
the  lofty  conviction  that  they  were  constantly  fighting  the 
battles  of  the  Lord,  and  hastening  from  victory  to  victory. 
Nestorius,  Theodoret,  and  others  plume  themselves  in  their 
correspondence  with  their  Western  brethren  on  their  merits  as 
antagonists  of  heretics ;  '  even  Chrysostom  was  their  inexorable 
enemy.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  continuance  of  these  conflicts 
was  of  vast  consequence  to  the  whole  Church.  Gnosticism  and 
Manichaeism  dogged  the  steps  of  the  Eastern  Bishops,  and  com 
pelled  them  to  adhere  strictly  to  the  ancient  regula  fidei  with 
its  antignostic  impress.  They  could  not,  as  in  Alexandria  and 
Constantinople,  confine  their  interest  to  the  Incarnation.  They 
had  to  defend  the  doctrine,  point  by  point,  in  its  whole  extent,. 
and  were  thus  prevented  from  casting  themselves  into  the  arms 
of  one  transcendent  idea.  They  were  pious  after  the  monkish 
fashion,  like  the  Egyptians ;  nay,  their  Bishops  outdid  those  of 
Egypt  in  asceticism ;  they  were  not  less  realistic  in  what  be 
longed  to  the  Cultus  than  the  rest;  they  were  as  much  to  the 

1  The  later  antignostic  writings  and  compendium*,  those  of  Ephraem.  Epipha- 
nius,  Theodoret,  Esnik,  etc.,  are  all,  in  so  far  as  they  are  not  mere  extracts  from, 
older  works,  from  the  East.  Mohammedans,  besides  the  later  NesLorian  and  Jacobite 
scholars,  confessedly  turned  their  attention  to  the  Christian  sects  still  existing  in 
the  East,  to  one  of  which  Islam  owes  the  best  of  its  teaching.  Theodoret  is  full 
of  self-praise  over  his  actions,  and  sports  them  over  and  over  again  to  prop  up- 
his  imperilled  orthodoxy.  In  Ep.  81  (IV.,  p.  1141,  ed.  Schulze)  he  writes:  xupcti; 
'OXTU  T%$  MxpKtuvo$  xxi  Txs  ""£("!  xtt^svx^  xtr/^evxt;  irpoi;  ryv  xhjQeixv  eQoSjyya-a' 
«AA»jv  XW/KJJV  Evvopixvuv — we  see  that  the  sects  are  tabulated  according  to  their 
origin — TTfTrAypuftsvyv  text  «AA»jy  'Apfixv&v  TW  (puri  rij;  SeoyvutrixG  Trpoff^yxyov. 
xoii  Sice  rijv  &e/xv  %xpiv  ouSs  "EV  irxp*  yyiiv  xipsnxuv  viretei<p&ti  %i%xviov.  Ep.  14^ 
(IV.,  p.  1246)  he  tells  how  he  fought  steadily  against  Greeks,  Jews,  Arians,  Euno- 
mians,  Apollinarians,  and  Marcionites ;  ibid,  p.  1252:  TAe/ct/?  >j  /zi//)/ot/?  ruv  rot/ 
Mxpxitavof  ireiffxs  irpoo-yjyx'yov  rS>  Tfxvxyica  fiacirriffftxTi.  In  Hseret.  fab.  I.  2O  he 
records  that  he  had  confiscated  more  than  200  copies  of  the  Diatessaron. 
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front  when  it  was  necessary  to  defend  an  old  doctrine.  But 
their  scientific  theologians  — Palestine  stands  by  itself — were  not 
followers  of  Origen,  and  in  their  fights  with  heretics  they  could 
not  use  his  teaching.  They  used  a  more  liberal  and,  again, 
a  more  rational,  a  less  flighty,  exegesis,  and  a  sober  philosophy. 
Both  these  were  given  them  by  Lucian,  and  it  was,  lastly,  one 
and  the  same  school  which  extended  from  Lucian  to  Theodoret, 
and  stretched  far  beyond  the  latter  into  the  Christian  schools 
of  the  Persian  kingdom. 

The  character  and  significance  of  this  school  have  been  dis 
cussed  above  in  various  chapters — see  especially  Vol.  III., 
ch.  3.  It  sharply  contested  Origen's  hermeneutics,  but  did 
not  vilify  the  great  man.  Its  own  exegetical  and  biblical-theo 
logical  method,  with  some  admirable  features,  indeed,  omitted, 
and  a  little  of  the  literal  and  allegorical  added,  gradually  be 
came,  in  consequence  of  its  appropriateness  and  thanks  to  the 
influence  of  Chrysostom,  the  ruling  one.  And  the  use  of  Aris 
totelian  philosophy  in  the  Antiochene  school  was  an  indication 
for  the  future.  But  the  ablest  of  the  Antiochenes  finally  came 
under  censure  on  account  of  his  Christology,  and,  over  and 
above  his  Christology,  he  was  charged  with  various  heresies, 
especially  Pelagianism.  In  fact,  his  whole  system,  and  he  possess 
ed  a  system  to  a  greater  extent  than  any  other  after  Origen, 
was  a  rational  one;  it  was  natural  theology  without  any  tran 
scendentalism.  He  is  therefore  a  source  of  great  difficulty  to 
the  Church  up  to  the  present  time ;  it  declines  to  go  further  in 
condemning  him  than  the  fifth  Council,  indeed  it  only  recog 
nises  conditionally  the  censure  of  the  "chapters".  Theodoret's 
work  is  without  the  boldness  of  Theodore,  his  anthropology 
and  his  doctrine  of  grace  as  well  as  his  Christology  approxim 
ating  to  the  traditional  teaching.  Among  other  things,  he 
appended  to  his  compendium  of  heretical  fables  a  fifth  book, 
"  Qsiuv  Soyftaruv  STTITO^"  (an  epitome  of  divine  dogmas),  which 
must  be  described  as  the  first  attempt  at  a  system  after  Origen,  and 
which  apparently  exercised  great  influence  on  John  of  Damascus. 
This  "epitome"  has  a  lofty  significance.  It  combines  the  Trini 
tarian  and  Christological  dogma  with  the  whole  circle  of  the 
doctrines  connected  with  the  symbol.  It  reveals  an  attitude 
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as  markedly  biblical  as  it  is  ecclesiastical  and  rational.  It 
throughout  observes  the  "just  mean".  It  is  almost  complete, 
the  Last  Supper  being  omitted,  and  it  especially  takes  realistic 
Kschatology  once  more  into  account.  '  It  has  adopted  none  of 
the  obnoxious  doctrines  of  Origen,  and  yet  he  himself  is  not 
treated  as  a  heretic. 2  An  actual  system  this  epitome  is  not ; 
but  the  consistent  sobriety  and  lucidity  in  the  discussion  of 
details,  and  the  careful  biblical  proof  lend  to  the  whole  a  stamp 
of  unity.  It  could  not  yet  indeed  give  satisfaction,  firstly, 
because  of  the  personality  of  its  author,  and,  secondly,  because 
there  was  an  entire  absence  of  mysticism  and  Neoplatonism 
from  his  doctrinal  conception. 

In  the  second  half  of  the  fifth  century  everyone  was  occupied 
with  the  decree  of  Chalcedon.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  the  Christo- 
logian  whom  bishops  and  monks  had  understood  best,  had  to 
reconquer  his  whole  influence  side  by  side  with  the  creed  of 
Chalcedon.  The  only  two  great  theologians  whom  the  Eastern 
Church  has  possessed — Origen  and  Theodore,  the  former  a 
follower  of  Plato,  the  latter  of  Aristotle,  both  biblicists  though 
in  very  different  ways, — were  discredited,  but  not  condemned.  It 
was  on  the  soil  of  Palestine,  and  among  the  monks  there,  that 
admiration  for  Origen  came  into  collision  with  that  for  Theodore. 
We  are  well  informed  as  to  the  living  spiritual  movements  in 
the  cloisters  of  Palestine  at  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  century. 
Origenism  experienced  a  regular  renaissance,  although  it  had 
never  died  out.3  Its  "peculiar  doctrines",  which  had  sprurjg 
from  rational  mysticism,  were  in  particular  taken  up  again,  or 
at  least  declared  to  be  arguable.  The  Cappadocians  were 

1  Theodoret  discusses  (i)  the  First  Principle  and  the  Father,  (2)  the  Son,  (3)  the 
Holy  Spirit  and  the  divine  names,  (4 — 9)  creation,  matter,  seons,  angels,  demons, 
and  man,  (10)  providence,  (n — 15)  the  Incarnation,  and  that  in  general  as  well 
as  in  reference  to  separate  points  of  doctrine,  e.g.,  the  assumption  of  a  real  body 
of  a  soul,  and  generally  of  the  complete  human  nature,  and  the  resuscitation  of 
this  nature,  (16)  the  identity  of  the  just  and  beneficent  God,  (17)  God  is  the  author 
of  both  Testaments,  (18)  Baptism,  (19)  the  resurrection,  (20)  the  judgment,  (21)  the 
promises,  (22)  the  second  advent  of  Christ,  (23)  Antichrist,  (24)  virginity,  (25) 
marriage,  (26)  second  marriage,  (27 — 29)  fornication,  penitence  and  continence. 

"    Theodoret  has  not  introduced  him  into  his  catalogue  of  heretics. 

3  Walch  1.  c.,  p.  618  ff. ;  Moller  in  the  R.-Encykl.  XL,  p.  112  f . ;  Loofs,  Leon- 
tius,  p.  274  ff.-  Bigg,  1.  c. 


CHAP,  v.]  GENESIS   OF   ORTHODOX   SYSTEM  347 

appealed  to  in  support  of  their  validity.  Origenism  was  defended 
under  very  different  shades.  There  was  an  extreme  right,  and 
even  pillars  of  orthodoxy  were  found  on  this  side,1  and  there 
was  a  left,  which  surpassed  even  Origen  in  daring.  He  led 
some  of  his  admirers  over  to  the  Areopagite  and  the  Neo- 
Platonists.  The  works  of  the  Unknown  were  brought  out, 
studied,  and,  as  it  appears,  edited.  Some  went  the  length  of 
undisguised  Pantheism,  like  Stephen  bar  Sudaili,  or  the  author  of 
the  book  of  Hierotheus,  "On  the  hidden  mysteries  of  the 
Deity."2  No  Gnostic  of  the  second  century  had  erected  a  nihilistic 
philosophy  on  the  ground  of  Christianity  so  boldly  as  this  writer. 3 
But  the  admirers  of  Origen  met  with  opponents  in  Palestine, 
not  only  among  the  dull  herd  of  monks  and  the  traditionalists, 
but  also  among  the  adherents  of  the  sober  science  and  Christ- 
ology  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  And,  in  addition,  there  was 
rising  up  a  new  power,  Aristotelian  scholasticism,  which  took 
possession  of  the  monophysite  as  well  as  the  orthodox  dogma, 
but  only  concluded  a  firm  alliance  with  the  latter,  through 
Leontius,  the  great  opponent  of  Nestorianism  and  of  Theodore 
— see  above,  p.  232  f.  The  Antiochene  school  was  smitten  with 
its  own  weapons.  The  great  dogmas  of  the  Church,  hallowed 
by  age,  seemed  to  receive  their  sanction  from  the  re-invigo- 

1  Leontius.  as  Loofs  has  shown. 

2  See    the    analysis   of  this  extraordinarily  interesting  work,  not  yet  printed,  in 
Frothingham's    Stephen   bar  .Sudaili,   1886,  p.  92  f. ;  the  writer  ably  calls  attention 
also  to  the  connection  with  the  renaissance  of  Origenism. 

3  Frothingham    rightly    says,  p.  49  f . :  "His  system  was  openly  pantheistic,  or, 
to    speak    more    philosophically,    Pan-nihilistic ;    for,    according  to  him,  all  nature 
even  to  the  lowest  forms  of  animal  creation,  being  simply  an  emanation  from  the 
Divinity-Chaos,  finally  returns  to  it ;  and,  when  the  consummation  has  taken  place, 
God    himself  passes  away  and  everything  is  swallowed  up  in  the  indefinite  chaos, 
which    he    conceives    to    be    the    first    principle    and   the  end  of  being  and  which 
admits    of   no    distinction."     The    contents    of  the  five  books  are  according  to  Fr. 
as    follows:     I. — On  God,  the  t'niversal  Essence  and  distinct  existences.     II. — The 
various   species    of    motion,    the    ascent    of   the    mind  towards  God,  during  which 
it    must    endure    the    sufferings  of  Christ.     III. — The  resurrection  of  the  mind,  the 
vicissitudes  of  its  conflict  with  the  powers  of  evil,  and  its  final  identification  with 
Christ.     IV. — The    mind    becomes    one,  first  with  Christ,  then  with  the  Spirit  and 
the  Father,  and  finally  becomes  absorbed.     V. — All  nature  becomes  confounded  with 
the    Father ;    all    distinct    existence    and    God   himself  passes  away ;  Essence  alone 
remains. 
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rated  Aristotelianism,  because  they  were  peculiarly  adapted  for 
dialectical  treatment.  Thus  the  age  of  Justinian  shows  the 
Church  of  the  East  in  a  state  of  the  liveliest  spiritual  agitation. 
All  the  great  powers  of  the  past,  Neoplatonism  and  Aristoteli 
anism,  Origen  and  Theodore,  were  again  living  forces ;  a  new 
combination  was  drawing  near,  and  all  efforts  to  stifle  by  con- 
ciliar  decrees  the  living  spirit  in  the  Church  seemed  to  have 
been  vain.  But  the  movements  were  but  limited  in  extent  and 
energy;  the  "new  combination"  was  in  truth  the  death  of  real 
science — a  thinking  which  started  in  the  middle  of  its  subject, 
and  for  which  that  which  was  alone  worth  reflection  was  held 
to  be  beyond  the  range  of  discussion.  Trifling  monks,  who 
excommunicated  and  denounced  each  other,  talked  big ;  and 
there  sat  at  Constantinople  an  emperor  vyho,  himself  a  theolo 
gian,  thirsted  for  the  fame  of  creating  a  uniform  science  as  well 
as  a  uniform  belief.  The  dispute  of  the  Palestinian  monks  and 
the  scholasticism  of  a  theologian  like  Leontius  gave  him  his 
chance.  The  Emperor  did  not  need  to  publish  an  edict  re 
quiring  the  followers  of  Origen  and  Theodore  to  annihilate  one 
another;  they  took  care  of  that  for  themselves.  The  spectacle 
of  the  two  "sciences",  of  Origen  and  the  Antiochenes,  tearing 
each  other  to  pieces,  in  the  age  of  Justinian,  has  something 
tragi-comical  about  it,  recalling  the  tale  of  the  two  lions.  The 
fifth  Council  confirmed  this,  after  the  Emperor  had  himself,  in 
his  epistle  to  Mennas,  declared,  and  Vigilius — with  other  Patri 
archs — had  repeated,  the  condemnation  of  Origen.  The  fifteen 
anathemas  against  Origen, l  on  which  his  condemnation  at  the 
Council  was  based,  contained  the  following  points,  (i)  The 
preexistence  of  souls  and  Apokatastasis ;  (2)  the  doctrine  of  the 
upper  world  of  spirits,  their  original  equality,  and  their  fall ; 
(3)  the  view  that  sun,  moon,  and  stars  belonged  -to  this  world 
of  spirits,  and  had  also  fallen ;  (4)  the  doctrine  that  the  differ 
ences  in  the  bodies  of  the  spirits  was  a  consequence  of  this 
fall;  (5)  the  opinion  that  the  higher  spirits  become  lower  ones, 
or  men,  and  vice  versa ;  (6)  Origen's  doctrine  of  creation,  and 
that  it  was  not  accomplished  by  the  Trinity ;  (7)  the  Christo- 

1     Compare    with  this  the  ten  anathemas  in  the  epistle  to  .Mennas  and  the  Vita; 
Saba_>,  Euthymii  and  Cyriaci,  Loofs  I.  c.  p.  290  f. 
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logy  which  taught  that  Christ  became  for  all  grades  of  spirits 
— each  in  its  own  form  — that  which  he  had  become  for  men 
through  the  Incarnation,  so  that  he  assumed  different  bodies 
and  received  different  names;  (8)  the  contention  that  the  Logos 
was  only  to  be  called  Christ  by  a  misuse  of  language  (y,xrx- 
%pyffTixug),  that  accordingly  a  distinction  was  to  be  drawn  be 
tween  them;  (9)  the  opinion  that  not  the  Logos,  but  a  crea- 
turely  mind  (vovi;)  which  he  had  assumed  became  man;  (10)  the 
assertion  of  the  spherical  and  ethereal  form  of  the  resurrection- 
body,  and  of  the  annihilation  of  the  material  body;  (n)  the 
interpreting  of  the  judgment  to  mean  this  annihilation,  and  the 
view  that  at  the  end  of  the  world  there  would  only  exist  non- 
material  nature  (spirit);  (12)  the  view  that  the  Logos  united 
with  every  man  and  spirit  as  he  had  done  with  the  vov$  he 
had  assumed:  heresy  of  the  Isochristians  who  appealed  to 
Origen,  see,  besides,  Methodius;  (13)  the  assertion  of  the  simi 
larity  of  the  voDc,  called  Christ,  to  all  other  rational  beings ; 
(14)  the  view  of  the  ultimate  cessation  of  all  plurality  of  per 
sons  and  of  multiplicity  of  knowledge  (gnosis),  the  doctrine  of 
reversion  to  unity  and  of  apokatastasis ;  (15)  the  view  of  the 
identity  of  the  pretemporal  with  the  final  life  of  spirits. 

Since  the  "Three  Chapters"  were  condemned  at  the  same 
time,  Origen  and  Theodore  were  both  got  rid  of. '  The  latter 
found  more  energetic  defenders  than  the  former ;  but  the  major 
ity  of  his  admirers  held  aloof.  The  fact  that  the  Augustinian 
West  took  up  his  cause  best  shows  that  we  must  not  over 
value  this  championship.  The  condemnation  of  the  "peculiar 
doctrines"  of  Origenism  meant  much  more.  Henceforth  buoys 
were  laid  down,  which  marked  off  the  Neo-platonic  channel  in 
which  men  moved  under  the  guidance  of  the  "  apostolic "  Dio- 
nysius.  Origen's  doctrines  of  the  consummation,  and  of  spirits 
and  matter  might  no  longer  be  maintained.  The  judgment  was 
restored  to  its  place,  and  got  back  even  its  literal  meaning. 
The  mysticism  of  the  Cultus  was  carried  continually  further;  it 
received  a  new  impetus;  but  it  adhered  much  more  closely  to 

1  The  religious  policy  of  Justinian  and  the  fifth  Council  had  accordingly  the 
same  significance  for  the  (orthodox)  East  as  the  so-called  Gelasian  decree  for  the 
West.  In  the  former  as  in  the  latter  history  was  extinguished  and  theology  fettered. 
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tradition.  The  anti-gnostic  regula  fidei  was  finally  restored,  and 
the  great  cultus-mystic  of  the  seventh  century  not  only  respected 
it,  but  worked  within  its  lines.  Maximus  Confessor  held  the 
same  relation  to  the  Areopagite,  as  did  the  Cappadocians  to 
Origen,  and  Theodoret  to  Theodore.1  But  he  was  not  only  a 
mystic;  he  was  also  a  scholastic  and  dialectician.  There  were 
no  longer  any  theologians  who  reflected  independently  "  de 
principiis."  God,  the  world,  freedom,  Christ,  and  Scripture  were 
no  longer  the  first  principles,  but,  instead,  the  fixed  doctrines 
regarding  them  drawn  from  tradition.  Science  took  for  granted 
the  foundations  guarded  by  the  Church,  and  passing  to  the 
upper  story  went  on  building  there.  A  latent  free  thought, 
indeed,  still  remained.  If  everything  was  symbolical  and  figur 
ative,  then,  no  matter  how  closely  the  spiritual  might  be  combin 
ed  with  the  material,  the  idea  could  not  perish  that  the  theologian 
who  was  in  a  position  to  grasp  the  subject  matter  did  not 
require  figures.  While  mysticism  and  scholasticism  might  not 
shrink  from  a  figurative  philosophy  in  the  most  daring  sense 
of  the  term,  they  could  not  stifle  the  view  that  took  every 
sort  of  figure  and  all  history  as  a  covering,  nor  could  they 
blame  the  self-criticism  of  the  Christian  who  was  ashamed  of 
being  confined  in  this  body.2 

For  learning  (/zccd^ic)  the  Cappadocians  (the  two  Gregorys, 
next  to  them  Athanasius  and  Cyril)  were  regarded  as  the  prin 
cipal  authorities;  for  mystagogy  (ftvffrayuyia),  the  Areopagite 
and  Maximus;  for  philosophy,  Aristotle;  and  for  homiletics 
(ofAiAitz),  Chrysostom.  The  man,  however,  who  embraced  all 
that,  who  had  transferred  the  scholastic  dialectic  method,  which 
had  been  brought  by  Leontius  to  bear  on  the  dogma  of  the 
Incarnation,  to  the  whole  sphere  of  the  "divine  dogma"  as 
that  had  been  fixed  by  Theodoret,  was  John  of  Damascus. 
Through  him  the  Greek  Church  gained  the  orthodox  system, 
but  not  the  Greek  Church  alone.  John's  work  was  no  less 

1  See  on  him  the  Art.  of  Wagenmann  in  the  R.-Encykl.  and  Steitz  XL,  p.  209 ; 
on  the  Cultus-mystics  Sophronius  of  Jerusalem  and  Germanus  of  Constantinople,  see 
Steitz  XL,  pp.  238  f.  and  246  f. 

•  The  saying  is  due  to  Porphyry  who  has  used  it  of  Plotinus  (Vita  I.) :  nA«- 
Tivo$  6  Qi^oa-ofyoi;  ftixei  fj&v  xt<r%vvouevta  on  ev  a-ca/j-xn  e'ty. 
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important  to  the  West. l  "  He  was  the  cope-stone  of  antiquity 
and  the  transition  to  a  new  age,  because  his  writings,  translat 
ed  into  Latin,  became  confessedly  a  foundation  of  the  mediaeval 
theology  of  the  West."  He  was  above  all  a  scholastic.  To 
him  each  difficulty  was  but  an  incitement  to  split  up  notions 
artificially,  and  to  find  a  new  one  to  which  nothing  in  the 
world  corresponds  except  that  very  difficulty  which  the  new 
notion  was  meant  to  remove.  John  even  put  the  fundamental 
question  of  mediaeval  science,  that  as  to  nominalism  and  realism ; 
and  he  solved  it  by  a  modified  Aristotelianism.  All  doctrines 
were  in  his  view  given  already ;  he  took  them  from  findings  of 
the  Councils  and  the  works  of  recognised  Fathers.  He  held  it 
to  be  the  task  of  science  to  edit  them.  In  this  way  the  two 
chief  dogmas  were  introduced  into  the  circle  of  the  doctrines 
of  the  old  antignostically  interpreted  Symbol.  A  very  modest 
use  was  made  of  the  allegorical  explanation  of  Holy  Scripture. 
The  letter  ruled  wholesale,  at  any  rate  much  more  thoroughly 
than  in  the  case  of  the  Cappadocians.  In  consequence  of  this, 
natural  theology  was  shut  out  from  sight ;  it  was  hedged  round 
by  extremely  realistic  Bible  narratives  confidingly  accepted.2 
But  the  most  serious  fact  was  that  the  close  connection  which 
in  Athanasius,  Apollinaris,  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria  had  united 
the  Trinity  and  Incarnation,  or  dogma  in  general,  with  the 
thought  of  salvation,  was  completely  loosened.  This  process 
had  begun  with  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  and  John  had  a 
mass  of  dogmas  which  it  was  necessary  to  believe;  but  they 
had  ceased  to  be  clearly  subordinate  to  a  uniform  conception 
of  their  purpose.  The  object  which  dogma  once  served  as  the 
means  remained;  but  the  means  had  changed.  Instead  of  dogma, 
we  have  the  Cultus,  the  mysteries,  into  which  Book  IV.  enters 
(IV.  17 — 2$  are  to  be  regarded  as  appendices).  Inconsequence 
of  this  the  system  is  destitute  of  inner  vital  unity. 3  It  is  really 

1  See  Bach,  Dogmengesch.  des  Mittelalters  I.,  p.  49  ff.  Bach  begins  with  good 
reason,  pp.  6 — 49.  with  Dionysius  and  Maximus. 

-  Yet  the  rational  method  was  by  no  means  given  up;  on  the  contrary,  it  was 
retained;  see,  e.g.,  the  rational  arguments  for  the  Trinitv,  I.  6,  7. 

3  The  plan  of  the  work  is  as  follows  :  Book  I.  discusses  the  Deity,  the  Trinity 
and  the  attributes  of  God:  Book  II.  the  creation,  angels,  paradise,  and  man, .giving 
an  elaborate  psychology  ;  Book  III.  the  Incarnation,  the  two  natures,  and  Christo- 
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not  an  account  of  faith,  but  of  its  presuppositions,  and  its  unity 
depends  on  the  form  of  treatment,  the  high  antiquity  of  its 
doctrine,  and  Holy  Scripture.  The  dogmas  had  become  the 
sacred  inheritance  from  the  classic  antiquity  of  the  Church,  but 
they  had,  as  it  were,  fallen  to  the  ground.  The  worship  of 
images,  mysticism,  and  scholasticism  ruled  the  Church.  The 
two  latter  bore  much  fair  fruit  in  after  times ;  for  the  spirit 
which  strives  towards  God  cannot  be  stifled  by  anything,  and 
is  capable  even  of  constructing  a  restricted  science.  But  the 
history  of  dogma  came  to  an  end  in  the  Greek  Church  a  thou 
sand  years  ago,  and  its  reanimation  cannot  easily  be  conceived. 
A  reformation  could  only  set  in  in  the  cultus.  The  adoption 
of  a  few  Catholic  or  Protestant  theologumena  in  later  catechisms 
and  books  of  doctrine  has  hitherto  been  without  effect,  and  will 
in  the  future  hardly  obtain  any. 

Independent  theology  had  been  extinguished  in  the  churches 
of  the  East;  but  alongside  these  churches  there  arose  all  the 
more  energetically,  from  the  seventh  century,  the  sects,  old 
enemies  in  new  forms,  Marcionites  (as  Paulicians)  and  Mani- 
chaeans,  and  in  addition  many  other  curious  bodies,  the  neces 
sary  products  of  religious  movements  among  tribes  falling  into 
barbarism,  and  but  little  trained  by  the  Church.  On  the 
shaping  of  the  dogmas  of  the  Church  these  sects  exerted  not 
the  slightest  influence ;  and  for  that  very  reason  they  do  not 
belong  to  the  history  of  dogma.  ' 

logy — -see  above,  Chap.  3,  conclusion;  Book  IV.  continues  the  Christology  up  to 
Chap.  8  and  then  discusses — very  characteristically — baptism,  including  the  pvpov, 
faith,  the  sign  of  the  cross  and  faith,  adoration  towards  the  East,  the  mysteries 
(the  Eucharists),  Mary  the  mother  of  God  and  the  genealogy  of  Christ,  the  venera 
tion  of  the  saints  and  their  relics,  pictures  and,  only  then,  Scripture.  To  the 
chapter  on  Scripture  a  series  of  chapters  are  appended  containing  hermeneutical 
rules  for  the  exposition  of  Scripture,  dealing  with  the  statements  regarding  Christ — 
where  we  have  a  precise  distinction  made  between  the  rpdiroi  of  the  hypostatic 
union — those  concerning  God  in  his  relation  to  evil,  the  apparent  existence  of  two 
principles,  the  law  of  God,  and  the  law  of  sin  and  the  Sabbath.  The  conclusion 
consists  of  chapters  on  virginity,  circumcision — the  position  of  these  headings  is 
reversed — on  Anti-Christ  and  the  resurrection. 

1  Besides  the  old  researches  of  Engelhardt  (1827),  Gieseler  (1829,  1846,  1^49), 
see  now  Dollinger,  Beitr.  z.  Sectengesch.  des  Mittelalters  (1890)  and  Karapet  Ter 
Mkrttschian,  Die  Paulikianer  (1893). 
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Again,  this  history  has  nothing  to  say  about  the  scientific 
life  of  the  Byzantine  Church,  or  the  many  theories  and  disputes 
which  arose  out  of  it,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  from  mystical 
speculations ;  for  all  that  had  little  or  no  effect  on  dogma. 
No  doubt  an  isolated  theological  question  was  decided  at  this 
or  that  Synod ;  or  individual  theologians  elaborated  in  a  praise 
worthy  fashion  theological  conceptions,  as  e.g.,  in  reference  to 
the  crucifixion  of  Christ,  atonement,  and  substitution;  no  doubt 
another  rather  important  dispute— the  Hesychastic  controversy- 
agitated  the  Church  in  the  fourteenth  century;  but  dogma,  and 
to  some  extent  the  Church  itself,  remained  ultimately  unaffected. 
For  centuries  the  intellectual  work  of  the  Church  consisted  in 
the  development  of  Church  legislation,  and  its  theologians  either 
wrote  on  exegesis,  history,  and  biography,  following  traditional 
patterns,  or  composed  ascetic  books. 

Finally,  to  the  history  of  dogma  belongs  neither  the  develop 
ment  of  the  schism  with  the  West,  nor  the  silent  process,  in 
which  the  Eastern  Church  has  taken  over,  since  the  thirteenth 
and  fourteenth  centuries,  a  great  deal  from  the  ecclesiastically 
more  vigorous  West.  Apart  from  the  "filioque"  discussed 
above,  the  development  of  the  schism  was  not  determined  by 
dogmatic  factors,  and  the  silent  process '  which  lasted  up  to 
the  end  of  the  seventeenth  century,  and  to  which  the  Church 
owes,  e.g.,  the  settling  of  its  Canon  of  the  Bible,  the  doctrine 
of  the  seven  sacraments,  a  kind  of  doctrine  of  transubstanti- 
ation,  a  more  certain  doctrine  of  purgatory,  development  of 
the  doctrines  of  sin  and  grace,  a  more  sharply  defined  theory 
and  practice  of  the  sacrament  of  penance  etc.,  has  come  to  an 
end  at  a  time  when  we  have  accurate  knowledge,  and  will 
perhaps  never  be  fully  explained.  The  only  definite  dogmatic 
interests  shown  in  it  are  anti-protestant. 

1  Compare  as  to  this  Kattenbusch,  Vergleichende  Confessionskunde  I.  passim. 
The  general  intellectual  life  in  Eastern  Rome  is  best  discussed  in  the  excellent 
work  of  Krumbacher,  Gesch.  d.  Byzant.  Litteratur,  Miinchen,  1891. 
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EDITORIAL   NOTE. 

THE  present  volume  is  the  first  of  three,  which  will  reproduce 
in  English  the  contents  of  Vol.  III.  of  Harnack's  great  work  in 
the  German  original,  third  Edition.  The  author's  prefaces  to 
the  first  and  second  Editions  and  to  the  third  Edition  are  here 
translated.  This  volume  deals  with  the  epoch-making  service  of 
Augustine  as  a  reformer  of  Christian  piety  and  as  a  theological 
teacher,  and  with  the  influence  he  exercised  down  to  the  period 
of  the  Carlovingian  Renaissance.  The  following  volume  will 
complete  the  history  of  the  Development  of  Dogma  by  telling 
the  story  of  Mediaeval  Theology.  The  concluding  volume  will 
treat  of  the  Issues  of  Dogma  in  the  period  since  the  Reforma 
tion,  and  will  contain  a  General  Index  for  the  whole  work. 

A.   B.   BRUCE. 


PREFACE   TO    FIRST   AND   SECOND 
EDITIONS. 

THERE  does  not  yet  exist  a  recognised  method  for  presenting 
the  History  of  Dogma  of  the  Mediaeval  and  more  modern 
period.  There  is  no  agreement  either  as  to  the  extent  or  treat 
ment  of  our  material,  and  the  greatest  confusion  prevails  as  to  the 
goal  to  be  aimed  at.  The  end  and  aim,  the  method  and  course 
adopted  in  the  present  Text-Book,  were  clearly  indicated  in  the 
introduction  to  the  first  volume.  I  have  seen  no  reason  to  make 
any  change  in  carrying  out  the  work.  But  however  definite  may 
be  our  conception  of  the  task  involved  in  our  branch  of  study, 
the  immense  theological  material  presented  by  the  Middle  Ages, 
and  the  uncertainty  as  to  what  was  Dogma  at  that  time,  make 
selection  in  many  places  an  experiment.  I  may  not  hope  that 
the  experiment  has  always  been  successful. 

After  a  considerable  pause,  great  activity  has  been  shown  in 
the  study  of  our  subject  in  the  last  two  years.  Benrath,  Hauck, 
Bonwetsch,  and  Seeberg  have  published  new  editions  of  older 
Text-Books  ;  Loofs  has  produced  an  excellent  Guide  to  the 
History  of  Dogma  ;  Kaftan  has  given  a  sketch  of  the  study  in 
his  work  on  the  Truth  of  the  Christian  Religion  ;  Moller  and 
Koffmane  have  devoted  special  attention  to  the  sections  dealing 
with  it  in  their  volumes  on  Ancient  Church  History.  The  study 
of  these  books,  and  many' others  which  I  have  gratefully  made 
use  of,  has  shown  me  that  my  labours  on  this  great  subject  have 
not  remained  isolated  or  been  fruitless.  The  knowledge  of  this 
has  outweighed  many  experiences  which  I  pass  over  in  silence. 

This  concluding  volume  counts,  to  a  greater  extent  than  its 
predecessors,  on  the  indulgence  of  my  learned  colleagues  ;  for 
its  author  is  not  a  "specialist,"  either  in  the  history  of  the 
Mediaeval  Church  or  in  the  period  of  the  Reformation.  But  the 
advantage  possessed  by  him  who  comes  to  the  Middle  Ages  and 
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the  Reformation  with  a  thorough  knowledge  of  ecclesiastical 
antiquity  perhaps  outweighs  the  defects  of  an  account  which 
does  not  everywhere  rest  on  a  complete  induction.  One  man 
can  really  review  all  the  sources  for  the  history  of  the  Ancient 
Church ;  but  as  regards  the  Middle  Ages  and  the  history  of  the 
Reformation,  even  one  more  familiar  with  them  than  the  author 
of  this  Text-Book  will  prove  his  wisdom  simply  by  the  most 
judicious  choice  of  the  materia4  which  he  studies  independently. 
The  exposition  of  Augustine,  Anselm,  Thomas,  the  Council  of 
Trent,  Socinianism,  and  Luther  rests  throughout  on  independent 
studies.  This  is  also  true  of  other  parts  ;  but  sections  will  be 
found  in  which  the  study  is  not  advanced,  but  only  its  present 
position  is  reproduced. 

I  have  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  on  the  preparation  of  a  Table 
of  Contents.  I  trust  it  will  assist  the  use  of  the  book.  But  for 
the  book  itself,  I  wish  that  it  may  contribute  to  break  down  the 
power  that  really  dictates  in  the  theological  conflicts  of  the 
present,  vis.,  ignorance.  We  cannot,  indeed,  think  too  humbly 
of  the  importance  of  theological  science  for  Christian  piety  ;  but 
we  cannot  rate  it  too  highly  as  regards  the  development  of  the 
Evangelical  Church,  our  relation  to  the  past,  and  the  preparation 
of  that  better  future  in  which,  as  once  in  the  second  century,  the 
Christian  faith  will  again  be  the  comfort  of  the  weak  and  the 
strength  of  the  strong. 

Berlin,  24th  Dec.,  1889. 
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SINCE  this  volume  first  appeared,  there  may  have  been  pub 
lished  about  fifty  monographs  and  more  extensive  treatises  on 
the  Western  History  of  Dogma,  most  of  which  have  referred  to 
it.  I  have  tried  to  make  use  of  them  for  the  new  Edition,  and 
I  also  proposed  to  make  other  additions  and  corrections  on  the 
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original  form  of  the  book,  without  rinding  myself  compelled  to 
carry  out  changes  in  essential  points.  I  have  thankfully  studied 
the  investigations,  published  by  Dilthey  in  the  Archiv  f.  Gesch. 
d.  Philosophic,  Vols.  V.  to  VII.,  on  the  reformed  system  of 
doctrine  in  its  relation  to  Humanism  and  the  "  natural  system.'" 
He  has  examined  the  reformed  conceptions  in  connections  in 
which  they  have  hitherto  been  seldom  or  only  superficially  con 
sidered,  and  he  has,  therefore,  essentially  advanced  a  knowledge 
of  them. 

Among  the  many  objections  to  the  plan  of  this  work,  and  the 
critical  standards  observed  in  it,  four  are  especially  of  importance. 
It  has  been  said  that  in  this  account  the  development  of  Dogma 
is  judged  by  the  gospel,  but  that  we  do  not  learn  clearly  what 
the  gospel  is.  It  has  further  been  maintained  that  the  History 
of  Dogma  is  depicted  as  a  pathological  process.  Again,  the 
plan  of  Book  III.,  headed  "The  threefold  outcome  of  Dogma," 
has  been  attacked.  And,  lastly,  it  has  been  declared  that, 
although  the  account  marks  a  scientific  advance,  it  yet  bears  too 
subjective  or  churchly  a  stamp,  and  does  not  correspond  to  the 
strictest  claims  of  historical  objectivity. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  I  believe  that  I  have  given  a  fuller 
account  of  my  conception  of  the  gospel  than  has  been  yet  done 
in  any  text-book  of  the  History  of  Dogma.  But  I  gladly  give 
here  a  brief  epitome  of  my  view.  The  preaching  of  Jesus  con 
tains  three  great  main  sections.  Firstly,  the  message  of  the 
approaching  Kingdom  of  God  or  of  the  future  salvation;  secondly, 
the  proclamation  of  the  actual  state  of  things  and  of  thoughts, 
such  as  are  given  in  Matthew  VI.  25-34  ;  VII.  7-n;  IX.  2  ;  X. 
28-33,  etc.  (see  Vol.  I.,  p.  74  f.) ;  thirdly,  the  new  righteousness 
(the  new  law).  The  middle  section  connected  with  Matthew 
XI.  25-30,  and  therefore  also  combined  with  the  primitive 
Christian  testimony  regarding  Jesus  as  Lord  and  Saviour,  I  hold, 
from  strictly  historical  and  objective  grounds,  to  be  the  true 
main  section,  the  gospel  in  the  gospel,  and  to  it  I  subordinate 
the  other  portions.  That  Christ  himself  expressed  it  under 
cover  of  Eschatology  I  know  as  well  (Vol.  I.,  p.  58)  as  the  anti 
quarians  who  have  so  keen  an  eye  for  the  everlasting  yesterday. 

As  to  the  second  objection  I  am  at  a  loss.     After  the  new 
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religion  had  entered  the  Roman  Empire,  and  had  combined  with 
it  in  the  form  of  the  universal  Catholic  Church,  the  History  of 
Dogma  shows  an  advance  and  a  rise  in  all  its  main  features 
down  to  the  Reformation.  I  have  described  it  in  this  sense 
from  Origen  to  Athanasius,  Augustine,  Bernard,  and  Francis,  to 
mystic  Scholasticism  and  to  Luther.  It  is  to  me  a  mystery  how 
far  the  history  should  nevertheless  have  been  depicted  as  a 
"  process  of  disease."  Of  course  superstitions  accumulated,  as  in 
every  history  of  religion,  but  within  this  incrustation  the  indi 
vidual  ever  became  stronger,  the  sense  for  the  gospel  more  active, 
and  the  feeling  for  what  was  holy  and  moral  more  refined  and 
pure.  But  as  regards  the  development  from  the  beginnings  of 
the  evangelic  message  in  the  Empire  down  to  the  rise  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  I  have  not  permitted  myself  to  speculate  how 
splendid  it  would  have  been  if  everything  had  happened  differ 
ently  from  what  it  did.  On  the  other  hand,  I  grant  that  I  have 
not  been  able  to  join  in  praising  the  formation  of  that  tradition 
and  theology  which  has  lowered  immediate  religion  to  one  that 
is  mediated,  and  has  burdened  faith  with  complicated  theological 
and  philosophical  formulas.  Just  as  little  could  it  occur  to  me 
to  extol  the  rise  of  that  ecclesiastical  rule  that  chiefly  means 
obedience,  when  it  speaks  of  faith.  But  in  this  there  is  no 
"  pathology "  ;  the  formations  that  arose  overcame  Gnostic 
ism. 

My  critics  have  not  convinced  me  that  the  conception  followed 
by  me  in  reference  to  the  final  offshoots  of  the  History  of  Dogma 
is  unhistorical.  But  I  readily  admit  that  the  History  of  Dogma 
can  also  be  treated  as  history  of  ecclesiastical  theology,  and  that 
in  this  way  the  account  can  bring  it  down  to  the  present  time. 
Little  is  to  be  gained  by  disputing  about  such  questions  in  an 
either-or  fashion.  If  we  regard  Protestantism  as  a  new 
principle  which  has  superseded  the  absolute  authority  of  Dogmas, 
then,  in  dealing  with  the  History  of  Dogma,  we  must  disregard 
Protestant  forms  of  doctrine,  however  closely  they  may  approxi 
mate  to  ancient  Dogma.  But  if  we  look  upon  it  as  a  particular 
reform  of  Western  Catholicism,  we  shall  have  to  admit  its 
doctrinal  formations  into  that  history.  Only,  even  in  that  case, 
we  must  not  forget  that  the  Evangelical  Churches,  tried  by  the 
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notion  of  a  church  which  prevailed  for  1300  years,  are  no  churches. 
From  this  the  rest  follows  of  itself. 

Finally,  as  regards  the  last  objection,  I  may  apply  chiefly  to 
my  account  a  verdict  recently  passed  by  a  younger  fellow- 
worker: — "The  History  of  Dogma  of  to-day  is,  when  regarded 
as  science,  a  half  thing."  Certainly  it  is  in  its  beginnings,  and  it 
falls  far  short  of  perfection.  It  must  become  still  more  circum 
spect  and  reserved  ;  but  I  should  fear,  lest  it  be  so  purified  in 
the  crucible  of  this  youngest  adept — who  meantime,  however,  is 
still  a  member  of  the  numerous  company  of  those  who  only  give 
advice — that  nothing  of  consequence  would  remain,  or  only  that 
hollow  gospel,  "  religion  is  history,"  which  he  professes  to  have 
derived  from  the  teaching  of  four  great  prophets,  from  whom  he 
could  have  learnt  better.  We  are  all  alike  sensible  of  the  labours 
and  controversies  which  he  would  evade  ;  but  it  is  one  of  the 
surprises  that  are  rare  even  in  theology,  that  one  of  our  number 
should  be  trying  in  all  seriousness  to  divide  the  child  between 
the  contending  mothers,  and  that  by  a  method  which  would 
necessarily  once  more  perpetuate  the  dispute  that  preceded  the 
division.  The  ecclesiastics  among  Protestants,  although  they 
arrogate  to  themselves  the  monopoly  of  "  Christian "  theology 
on  the  title-pages  of  their  books,  will  never  give  up  the  claim  to 
history  and  science ;  they  will,  therefore,  always  feel  it  their  duty  to 
come  to  terms  with  the  "  other "  theology.  Nor  will  scientific 
theology  ever  forget  that  it  is  the  conscience  of  the  Evangelical 
Church,  and  as  such  has  to  impose  demands  on  the  Church 
which  it  serves  in  freedom. 

Berlin,  nth  July,  1897.  ADOLF  HARNACK. 
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DEVELOPMENT  OF  ECCLESIASTICAL  DOGMA. 


SECOND  BOOK. 


Expansion  and  Remodelling  of  Dogma  into  a  Doctrine  of  Sin, 
Grace  and  means  of  Grace  on  the  basis  of  the  Church. 


"  Domini  mors  potentior  erat  quam  vita  .  .    . 
Lex  Christianorum  crux  est  sancta  Christi." 

— Pseudo-  Cyprian. 

"  Die  Ehrfurcht  vor  dem,  was  unter  tins  ist,  ist  ein  Letztes 
wozu  die  Menschheit  gelangen  konnte  und  musste.  Aber  was 
gehorte  dazu,  die  Erde  nicht  allein  unter  sich  liegen  zu  lassen 
und  sich  auf  einen  hoheren  Geburtsort  zu  berufen,  sondern  auch 
Niedrigkeit  und  Armuth,  Spott  und  Verachtung,  Schmach  und 
Elend^  Leiden  und  Tod  als  gottlich  anzuerkennen,  ja  selbst 
Sunde  und  Verbrechen  nicht  als  Hindernisse,  sondern  als 

Fordernisse  des  Heiligen  zu  verehren  ! " 

— Goethe. 


CHAPTER  I. 

HISTORICAL   SITUATION.1 

THE  history  of  piety  and  of  dogmas  in  the  West  was  so 
thoroughly  dominated  by  Augustine  from  the  beginning  of  the 
fifth  century  to  the  era  of  the  Reformation,  that  we  must  take 
this  whole  time  as  forming  one  period.  It  is  indeed  possible  to 
doubt  whether  it  is  not  correct  to  include  also  the  succeeding 
period,  since  Augustinianism  continued  to  exert  its  influence  in 
the  sixteenth  century.  But  we  are  compelled  to  prefer  the  views 
that  the  Reformation  had  all  the  significance  of  a  new  move 
ment,  and  that  the  revolt  from  Augustine  was  marked  even  in 
post-tridentine  Catholicism,  as  well  as,  completely,  in  Soci- 
nianism.2  In  this  second  Book  of  the  second  Section,  therefore, 
we  regard  the  history  of  dogma  of  the  West  from  Augustine  to 
the  Reformation  as  one  complete  development,  and  then,  in 
accordance  with  our  definition  of  dogma  and  its  history,3  we  add 
the  "  final  stages  of  dogma  "  in  their  triple  form — Tridentine 
Catholicism,  Socinianism,  and  Protestantism. 

2.  In  order  rightly  to  appreciate  the  part  played  by  Augustine, 
it  is  necessary  first  (Chap.  II.)  to  describe  the  distinctive 
character  of  Western  Christianity  and  Western  theologians 

1  Baur,  Vorles.  ub.  die  christl.   D.-G.,  2nd  vol.,  1866.  Bach,  Die  Dogmengeschichte 
des  Mittelalters,  2  vols.,  1873,  1%7S-     Seeberg,  Die  Dogmengesch.  des  Mfttelalters 
(Thomasius,  Die  christl.    Dogmengesch,    2    Ed.,  2  vol.,  Division  I.)   1888.      All 
begin  in  the  period  after  Augustine,  as  also  Schwane,  D.-G.  der  mittleren,  Zeit  1882. 
Loofs,  Leitfaden  der  D.-G.,  3  Ed.,  1893.     Seeberg,  Lehrbuch  d.  D.-G.,  Division  I., 
1895. 

2  The  complete  breach  with  Augustine  is  indeed  marked  neither  by  Luther  nor 
Ignatius  Loyola,   but  first   by   Leibnitz,  Thomasius,    and— the    Probabilists   of  the 
seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries. 

3  Vol.  !.,§!. 
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anterior  to  his  appearance.  It  will  then  appear  that  while  the 
West  was  prepared  to  favour  Augustinianism,  those  very 
elements  that  especially  characterised  Western  Christianity — 
the  juristic  and  moralistic — resisted  the  Augustinian  type  of 
thought  in  matters  of  faith.  This  fact  at  once  foreshadows  the 
later  history  of  Augustinianism  in  the  Church. 

3.  Augustine  comes  before  us,  in  the  first  place,  as  a  reformer 
of  Christian   piety,   altering   much    that    belonged    to    vulgar 
Catholicism,  and  carrying  out  monotheism  strictly  and  thoroughly. 
He  gave  the  central  place  to  the  living  relation  of  the  soul  to 
God ;  he  took  religion  out  of  the  sphere  of  cosmology  and  the 
cultus,  and  demonstrated  and  cherished  it  in  the  domain  of  the 
deepest  life  of  the  soul.     On  the  other  hand,  we  will  have  to 
show  that  while  establishing  the  sovereignty  of  faith  over  all 
that  is  natural,  he  did  not  surmount  the  old  Catholic  foundation 
of  the  theological  mode  of  thought ;  further,  that  he  was  not 
completely  convinced  of  the  supremacy  of  the  religious  over  the 
moral,  of  the  personal  state  of  faith  over  ecclesiasticism  ;  and 
finally,  that  in  his  religious  tendencies,  as  generally,  he  remained 
burdened  by  the  rubbish  of  ecclesiastical  tradition.     (Chap.  III.) 

4.  Augustine  falls  next  to  be  considered  as  a  Church  teacher. 
The  union  of  three  great  circles  of  thought,  which  he  recon 
structed  and  connected  absolutely,  assured  him,  along  with  the 
incomparable  impression  made  by  his  inexhaustible  personality, 
of  a  lasting  influence.     In  the  first  place,  he  built  up  a  complete 
circle  of  conceptions,  which  is  marked  by  the  categories,  "  God, 
the  soul,  alienation  from  God,  irresistible  grace,  hunger  for  God, 
unrest  in  the  world  and  rest  in  God,  and  felicity,"  a  circle  in 
which    we   can    easily   demonstrate   the   co-operation    of   Neo- 
platonic  and  monastic  Christian  elements,  but  which  is  really  so 
pure  and  simple  that  it  can  be  taken  as  the  fundamental  form 
of  monotheistic  piety  in  general.     Secondly,  he  gave  expression 
to  a  group  of  ideas  in  which  sin,  grace  through  Christ,  grace  in 
general,  faith,  love,  and  hope  form  the  main  points ;  a  Paulinism 
modified  by  popular  Catholic  elements.     Thirdly,  he  constructed 
another  group,  in  which  the  Catholic   Church  is  regarded  as 
authority,  dispenser  of  grace,  and  administrator  of  the  sacra 
ments,  and,  further,  as  the  means  and  aim  of  all  God's  ordinances. 
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Here  he  always  constructed,  along  with  a  wealth  of  ideas,  a  pro 
fusion  of  schemes — not  formulas ;  he  re-fashioned  Dogmatics 
proper,  and,  speaking  generally,  gave  the  first  impulse  to  a  study 
which,  as  an  introduction  to  Dogmatics,  has  obtained  such  an 
immense  importance  for  theology  and  Science  since  the  Schol 
astics. 

5.  On  the  other  hand,  Augustine  always  felt  that  he  was,  as  re 
gards  Dogma,  an  Epigone,  and  he  submitted  himself  absolutely  to 
thetradition  of  the  Church.  Hewaswanting  in  thevigorousenergy 
in  Church  work  shown,  e.g.,  by  Athanasius,  and  in  the  impulse 
to  force  upon  the  Church  in  fixed  formulas  the  truths  that  pos 
sessed  his  soul.  Consequently  the  result  of  his  life-work  on 
behalf  of  the  Church  can  be  described  thus,  (i)  He  established 
more  securely  in  the  West  the  ancient  ecclesiastical  tradition  as 
authority  and  law.  (2)  He  deepened  and,  comparatively  speak 
ing,  Christianised  the  old  religious  tendency.  (3)  In  the  thought 
and  life  of  the  Church  he  substituted  a  plan  of  salvation,  along 
with  an  appropriate  doctrine  of  the  sacraments,  for  the  old 
dogma1  and  the  cultus,  and  instilled  into  heart  and  feeling  the 
fundamental  conception  of  his  Christianity  .that  divine  grace 
was  the  beginning,  middle,  and  end  ;  but  he  himself  sought  to 
harmonise  the  conception  with  popular  Catholicism,  and  he  ex 
pressed  this  in  formulas  which,  because  they  were  not  fixed  and 
definite,  admitted  of  still  further  concessions  to  traditional  views. 
In  a  word,  he  failed  to  establish  without  admixture  the  new  and 
higher  religious  style  in  which  he  constructed  theology.  There 
fore  the  ancient  Greek  dogma  which  aimed  at  deification,  as  well 
as  the  old  Roman  conception  of  religion  as  a  legal  relationship, 
could  maintain  their  ground  side  by  side  with  it.  Precisely  in 
the  best  of  his  gifts  to  the  Church,  Augustine  gave  it  impulses  and 
problems,  but  not  a  solid  capital.  Along  with  this  he  transmitted 
to  posterity  a  profusion  of  ideas,  conceptions,  and  views  which, 

i  The  ancient  dogma  has  thus  formed  building  material  in  the  West  since  Augustine. 
It  has  been  deprived — at  least  in  the  most  important  respect — of  its  ancient  purpose, 
and  serves  new  ones.  The  stones  hewn  for  a  temple,  and  once  constructed  into  a 
temple,  now  serve  for  the  building  of  a  cathedral.  Or  perhaps  the  figure  is  more 
appropriate  that  the  old  temple  expanded  into  a  cathedral,  and  wonderfully  trans 
formed,  is  yet  perceptible  in  the  cathedral. 


6  HISTORY  OF   DOGMA.  [CHAP.  I. 

unsatisfactorily  harmonised  by  himself,  produced  great  friction, 
living  movements,  and,  finally,  violent  controversies. 

6.  As  at  the  beginning  of  the  history  of  the  Latin  Church 
Cyprian    followed    Tertullian,    and    stamped    the    character   of 
ancient   Latin    Christianity,  so    Gregory   the  Great   succeeded 
Augustine,  and  gave  expression  to  the  mediaeval  character  of 
Latin  Christianity,  a  form  which,  under  Augustinian  formulas, 
often  differs  in  whole  and  in  details  from  Augustine.     Dogma 
remains  almost  throughout,  in  the  Middle  Ages,  the  complex  of 
Trinitarian  and  Christological  doctrines  which  was  handed  down 
with  the    Symbol.      But,  besides   this,  an    immense   series   of 
theological   conceptions,   of    church    regulations   and    statutes, 
already  possessed  a  quasi-dogmatic  authority.      Yet,  in  acute 
cases,  he  could  alone  be  expelled  as  a  heretic  who  could  be  con 
victed  of  disbelieving  one  of  the  twelve  articles  of  the  Symbol, 
or  of  sharing  in  the  doctrines  of  heretics  already  rejected,  i.e.,  of 
Pelagians,  Donatists,  etc.     Thus  it  remained  up  to  the  time  of 
the   Reformation,  although  the  doctrines   of  the  Church — the 
Pope,  and  the  sacraments,  the  ecclesiastical  sacrament  of  pen 
ance,  and  the  doctrine  of  transubstantiation — claimed  almost 
dogmatic  authority,  though  only  by  being  artificially  connected 
with  the  Symbol. 

7.  The  consolidation  of  the  ecclesiastical  and  dogmatic  system 
into  a  legal  order,  in  harmony  with   the  genius  of  Western 
Christianity,  was  almost  rendered  perfect  by  the  political  history 
of  the   Church  in   the  period   of  the   tribal    migrations.     The 
Germans  who  entered  the  circle  of  the  Church,  and  partly  be 
came  fused  with  the  Latins,  partly,  but  under  the  leadership  of 
Rome,    remained    independent,    received    Christianity    in    its 
ecclesiastical  form,  as  something  absolutely  complete.     There 
fore,  setting  aside  the  Chauvinistic  contention  that  the  Germans 
were  predisposed  to  Christianity,1  no  independent  theological 
movement  took  place  for  centuries  on  purely  German  soil.     No 
German  Christianity  existed  in  the  Middle  Ages  in  the  sense 
that  there  was  a  Jewish,  Greek,  or  Latin  form.2     Even  if  the 

1  Seeberg,  (Dogmengesch.  cles  Mittelalters,  p.  3),  has  repeated  it. 

2  Even  the  influence,  which  some   have  very  recently  sought  to  demonstrate,  of 
German  character  on  the  formation  of  a  few  mediaeval  theolo«umena  is  at  least  doubt- 
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Germans  may  have  attempted  to  make  themselves  more  thor 
oughly  familiar  with  Latin  Christianity,  as  e.g.,  the  Slavs  did 
with  the  Greek — we  may  recall  the  old  Saxon  harmony  of  the 
Gospels,  etc. — *  yet  there  was  a  complete  absence  of  any  inde 
pendence  in  consciously  appropriating  it,  up  to  the  settlement 
of  the  Begging  orders  in  Germany,  properly  speaking,  indeed,  up 
to  the  Reformation.  Complaints  of  Papal  oppressions,  or  of 
external  ceremonies,  cannot  be  introduced  into  this  question. 
The  complainers  were  themselves  Roman  Christians,  and  the 
never-failing  sectaries  paid  homage,  not  to  a  "  German " 
Christianity,  but  to  a  form  of  Church  which  was  also  imported. 
If  up  to  the  thirteenth  century  there  existed  in  Germany  no  in 
dependent  theology  or  science,  still  less  was  there  any  move 
ment  in  the  history  of  dogma.2  But  as  soon  as  Germans,  in 
Germany  and  England,  took  up  an  independent  part  in  the 
inner  movement  of  the  Church,  they  prepared  the  way,  supported 
indeed  by  Augustine,  for  the  Reformation.  The  case  was 
different  on  Roman  territory.  We  need  not,  of  course,  look  at 
Italy,  for  the  land  of  the  Popes  steadily  maintained  its  charac 
teristic  indifference  to  all  theology  as  theology.  Apocalyptic, 
socialistic,  and  revolutionary  movements  were  not  wanting  ; 
Hippocrates  and  Justinian  were  studied  ;  but  the  ideals  of 
thinkers  seldom  interested  Italians,  and  they  hardly  ever  troubled 
themselves  about  a  dogma,  if  it  was  nothing  more.  Spain,  also, 
very  soon  passed  out  of  the  intellectual  movement,  into  which, 
besides,  it  had  never  thrown  any  energy.  For  eight  centuries  it 
was  set  the  immense  practical  task  of  protecting  Christendom 
from  Islam  :  in  this  war  it  transformed  the  law  of  the  Catholic 
religion  into  a  military  discipline.  The  Spanish  history  of  dogma 
has  been  a  blank  since  the  days  of  Bishop  Elipandus. 

ful  (against  Cremer).  Die  Wurzeln  des  Anselm'schen  Satisfactions-begriffs  in  the 
Theol.  Stud.  u.  Kritik.,  1880,  p.  7  ff.,  1893,  p.  316  ff.,  and  Seeberg,  I.e.  p.  123. 
Fuller  details  in  I.,  ch.  7,  Sect.  4. 

1  It  was  to  the  advantage,  here  and  there,  of  simple  piety  that  it  had  not  co-operated 
in  the  construction  of  the  Church. 

2Nitzsch,  Deutsche  Gesch.,  II.,  p.  15  :  "  (Up  to  the  middle  of  the  eleventh  century) 
the  task  of  administering  property  was  more  important  to  the  German  Church  than 
the  political  and  dogmatic  debates  of  the  neighbouring  French  hierarchy."  See  also 
Dollinger  Akad.  Vortrage,  vol.  II.,  Lecture  I,  at  beginning. 
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Thus  France  alone  remains.  In  so  far  as  the  Middle  Ages, 
down  to  the  thirteenth  century ',  possessed  any  dogmatic  history,  it 
was  to  a  very  large  extent  Prankish  or  French)-  Gaul  had  been 
the  land  of  culture  among  Latin  countries  as  early  as  the  fourth 
and  fifth  centuries.  'Mid  the  storms  of  the  tribal  migrations, 
culture  maintained  its  ground  longest  in  Southern  Gaul,  and 
after  a  short  epoch  of  barbarism,  during  which  civilisation 
seemed  to  have  died  out  everywhere  on  the  Continent,  and 
England  appeared  to  have  obtained  the  leadership,  France 
under  the  Carlovingians — of  course,  France  allied  with  Rome 
through  Boniface — came  again  to  the  front.  There  it  remained, 
but  with  its  centre  of  gravity  in  the  North,  between  the  Seine 
and  the  Rhine.  Paris  was  for  centuries  only  second  to  Rome, 
as  formerly  Alexandria  and  Carthage  had  been.2  The  imperial 
crown  passed  to  the  Germans ;  the  real  ruler  of  the  world  sat  at 
Rome ;  but  the  "  studium " — in  every  sense  of  the  term — 
belonged  to  the  French.  Strictly  speaking,  even  in  France, 
there  was  no  history  of  dogma  in  the  Middle  Ages.  If  the 
Reformation  had  not  taken  place,  we  would  have  been  as  little 
aware  of  any  mediaeval  history  of  dogma  in  the  West  as  in  the 
East ;  for  the  theological  and  ecclesiastical  movements  of  the 
Middle  Ages,  which  by  no  means  professed  to  be  new  dogmatic 
efforts,  only  claim  to  be  received  into  the  history  of  dogma  because 
they  ended  in  the  dogmas  of  Trent  on  the  one  handt  and  in  the 
symbols  of  the  Reformed  Churches  and  Socinian  Rationalism  on 
the  other.  The  whole  of  the  Middle  Ages  presents  itself  in  the 
sphere  of  dogmatic  history  as  a  transition  period,  the  period 
when  the  Church  was  fixing  its  relationship  to  Augustine,  and 
the  numerous  impulses  originated  by  him.  This  period  lasted 
so  long,  (i)  because  centuries  had  to  elapse  before  Augustine 
found  disciples  worthy  of  him,  and  men  were  in  a  position  even 
to  understand  the  chain  of  ecclesiastical  and  theological  edicts 

1  See    the    correct    opinion   of  Jordanus   of  Osnabriick    (about    1285)    'hat   the 
Romans  had  received  the  sacerdotium,  the  Germans  the  imperium,  the  French  the 
studium  (Lorenz,  Geschichtsquellen,  2  ed.,  vol.  II.,  p.  296). 

2  See   on   the   importance   of  North-Eastern    France,    Sohm   in   the   Ztschr.    d. 
Savigny-Stiftung.     German  Division  I.,  p  3  ff.,  and  Schrors,  Hinkmar,  p.  3  f.     On 
Rome  and  Paris  see  Reuter,  Gesch.  d.  Aufkl.  I.,  p.  181. 
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handed  down  from  antiquity ;  (2)  because  the  Roman  genius  of 
the  Western  Church  and  the  Augustinian  spirit  were  in  part  ill- 
assorted,  and  it  was  therefore  a  huge  task  to  harmonise  them  ; 
and  (3)  because  at  the  time  when  complete  power  had  been 
gained  for  the  independent  study  of  Church  doctrine  and 
Augustine,  a  new  authority,  in  many  respects  more  congenial  to 
the  spirit  of  the  Church,  appeared  on  the  scene,  viz.t  Augustine's 
powerful  rival,1  Aristotle.  The  Roman  genius,  the  superstition 
which,  descending  from  the  closing  period  of  antiquity,  was 
strengthened  in  barbarous  times,  Augustine,  and  Aristotle — 
these  are  the  four  powers  which  contended  for  their  inter 
pretation  of  the  gospel  in  the  history  of  dogma  in  the  Middle 
Ages. 

8.  The  Middle  Ages  experienced  no  dogmatic  decisions  like 
those  of  Nicaea  or  Chalcedon.  After  the  condemnation  of 
Pelagians  and  Semipelagians,  Monothelites,  and  Adoptians,  the 
dogmatic  circle  was  closed.  The  actions  in  the  Carlovingian 
age  against  images,  and  against  Ratramnus  and  Gottschalk 
were  really  of  slight  importance,  and  in  the  fights  with  later 
heretics,  so  many  of  whom  disturbed  the  mediaeval  Church, 
old  weapons  were  used,  new  ones  being  in  fact  unnecessary. 
The  task  of  the  historian  of  dogma  is  here,  therefore,  very 
difficult.  In  order  to  know  what  he  ought  to  describe,  to  be  as 
just  to  ancient  dogma  in  its  continued  influence  as  to  the  new 
quasi-dogmatic  Christianity  in  whose  midst  men  lived,  he  must 
fix  his  eyes  on  the  beginning,  Augustine,  and  the  close,  the 
sixteenth  century.  Nothing  belongs  to  the  history  of  dogma 
which  does  not  serve  to  explain  this  final  stage,  and  even  then 
only  on  its  dogmatic  side,  and  this  again  may  be  portrayed  only 
in  so  far  as  it  prepared  the  way  for  the  framing  of  new  doctrines, 
or  the  official  revision  of  the  ancient  dogmas. 

If  my  view  is  right,  there  are  three  lines  to  which  we  have  to 
turn  our  attention.  In  the  first  place  we  must  examine  the 
history  of  piety,  in  so  far  as  new  tendencies  were  formed  in  it, 
based  on,  or  existing  side  by  side  with  Augustinianism  ;  for  the 
piety  which  was  determined  by  other  influences  led  also  to  the 

i  The  derisive  title  of  Augustine — "  Aristoteles  Pcenorum  " — was  prophetic.     He 
got  this  name  from  Julian  of  Eclanum,  Aug.  Op.  imperf.,  III.,  199. 
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construction  of  other  dogmatic  formulas.     But  the  history  of 
piety  in  the  Middle  Ages  is  the  history  of  monachism.1     We 
may    therefore    conjecture    that    if    monachism    really    passed 
through  a  history  in  the  Middle  Ages,  and  not  merely  endless 
repetitions,  it  cannot  be  indifferent  for  the  history  of  dogma. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  will  be  shown  that  Bernard  and  Francis 
were  also  doctrinal  Fathers.     We  may  here  point  at  once  to 
the  fact  that  Augustine,  at  least  apparently,  reveals  a  hiatus  in 
his  theology  as  dominated  by  piety  ;  he  was  able  to  say  little 
concerning  the  work  of  Christ  in  connection  with  his  system  of 
doctrine,    and    his    impassioned    love    of   God  was    not  clearly 
connected    in    theory    with    the    impression    made    by    Christ's 
death,  or  with  Christ's  "work."     What  a  transformation,  what 
an  access  of  fervour,  Augustinianism  had  to  experience,  when 
impassioned  love  to  the  Eternal  and  Holy  One  found  its  object 
in   the  Crucified,  when   it    invested  with    heavenly    glory,    and 
referred  to  the  sinful  soul,  all  traits  of  the  beaten,  wounded,  and 
dying  One,  when  it  began  to  reflect  on  the  infinite  "merits"  of 
its  Saviour,  because  the  most  profound  of  thoughts  had  dawned 
upon    it,  that   the  suffering    of  the    innocent  was   salvation   in 
history!     Dogma  could  not  remain  unaffected  by  what  it  now 
found  to  contemplate  and  experience  in  the  "crucified"  Saviour 
of  Bernard,  the   "  poor "    Saviour    of   Francis.2      We   may  say 
briefly  that,  by  the   agency  of  the  medieval   religious  virtuosi 
and  theologians,  the  close  connection  between  God,  the  "work" 
of  Christ,  and  salvation  was  ultimately  restored  in  the  Triden- 
tine  and   ancient   Lutheran    dogma.      The   Greek   Church  had 
maintained  and  still  maintains  it ;  but  Augustine  had  loosened 
it,  because  his  great  task  was  to  show  what  God  is,  and  what 
salvation  the  soul  requires. 

In    the  second   place,   we   have  to    take   the   doctrine   of  the 
Sacraments  into  consideration  ;  for  great  as  were  the  impulses 

1  See  Ritschl,  Gesch.  des  rietismus,  vol.   I.,  p.  7   ff.,  and  my  Vortrag  liber  das 
Monchthum,  3  ed. 

2  ISemard  prepared  the  way  for  transforming  the  Neoplatonic  exercitium  of  the 
contemplation  of  the  All  and  the  Deity  into  methodical  reflection  on  the  sufferings  of 
Christ.     Gilbert  says:  "  Dilectus  incus,  inquit  sponsa,  candidus  et  rubicundus.      In 
hoc  nobis  et  candet  vcritas  et  rubet  caritas." 
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given  here  also  by  Augustine,  yet  everything  was  incomplete 
which  he  transmitted  to  the  Church.  But  the  Church  as  an 
institution  and  training-school  required  the  sacraments  above 
all,  and  in  its  adherence  to  Augustine  it  was  precisely  his 
sacramental  doctrine,  and  the  conception  connected  therewith 
of  gradual  justification,  of  which  it  laid  hold.  We  shall  have  to 
show  how  the  Church  developed  this  down  to  the  sixteenth 
century,  how  it  idealised  itself  in  the  sacraments,  and  fashioned 
them  into  being  its  peculiar  agencies.  In  the  third  place,  we 
have  to  pursue  a  line  which  is  marked  for  us  by  the  names  of 
Augustine  and  Aristotle — fides  and  ratio,  auctoritas  and  ratio 
intelligentia  and  ratio.  To  investigate  this  thoroughly  would 
be  to  write  the  history  of  mediaeval  science  in  general.  Here, 
therefore,  we  have  only  to  examine  it,  in  so  far  as  there  were 
developed  in  it  the  same  manifold  fashioning  of  theological 
thought,  and  those  fundamental  views  which  passed  into  the 
formulas,  and  at  the  same  time  into  the  contents  of  the  doctrinal 
creations,  of  the  sixteenth  century,  and  which  ultimately  almost 
put  an  end  to  dogma  in  the  original  sense  of  the  term.  But  we 
have  also  to  include  under  the  heading  "Augustine  and  Aristotle" 
the  opposition  between  the  doctrine  of  the  enslaved  will  and 
free  grace  and  that  of  free  will  and  merit.  The  latter  shattered 
Augustinianism  within  Catholicism. 

We  cannot  trace  any  dogma  regarding  the  Church  in  the 
Middle  Ages  until  the  end  of  the  thirteenth  century,  but  this 
is  only  because  the  Church  was  the  foundation  and  the  latent 
co-efficient  of  all  spiritual  and  theological  movement.1  Our 
account  has  to  make  this  significance  of  the  Church  explicit, 
and  in  doing  so  to  examine  the  growth  of  papal  power;  for  in 
the  sixteenth  century  the  claim  of  the  Pope  was  in  dispute.  On 
this  point  the  Western  Church  was  split  up.  But  further, 
Augustine  had  given  a  central  place  to  the  question  of  the 
personal  position  of  the  Christian,  confusing  it,  however,  by  un 
certain  references  to  the  Church  and  to  the  medicinal  effect  of 

1  The  opposition  to  a  sacerdotal  Church  which  existed  at  all  times,  and  was 
already  strong  in  the  thirteenth  century,  left  no  lasting  traces  down  to  the  fourteenth. 
In  this  century  movements  began  on  the  soil  of  Catholicism  which  led  to  new  forms 
of  the  conception  of  the  Church  and  compelled  it  to  fix  definitively  its  own. 
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the  means  of  grace.  And  the  mediaeval  movement,  in  propor 
tion  as  the  Church  and  the  sacraments  came  to  the  front  with 
out  any  diminution  of  the  longing  for  an  independent  faith,1  was 
led  to  the  question  of  personal  assurance.  On  tlvs  point  also — 
justification — the  Western  Church  was  rent  asunder.2  Thus  an 
account  of  the  history  of  dogma  in  the  Middle  Ages  will  only 
be  complete  if  it  can  show  how  the  questions  as  to  the  power 
of  the  Church  (of  the  Pope,  the  importance  of  the  Mass  and 
sacraments)  and  justification  came  to  the  front,  and  how  in 
these  questions  the  old  dogma,  not  indeed  outwardly,  but  really, 
perished.  In  Tridentine  Catholicism  it  now  became  completely, 
along  with  its  new  portions,  a  body  of  law;  in  Protestantism  it  was 
still  retained  only  in  as  far  as  it  showed  itself,  when  compared 
with  the  Divine  Word,  to  express  the  Gospel,  to  form  a  bond 
with  the  historical  past,  or  to  serve  as  the  basis  of  personal 
assurance  of  salvation. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  division  into  periods.  After 
an  introduction  on  Western  Christianity  and  Theology  before 
Augustine,  Augustinianism  falls  to  be  described.  Then  we  have 
to  discuss  the  epochs  of  (i)  the  Semipelagian  controversies  and 
Gregory  I. ;  (2)  the  Carlovingian  Renaissance  ;  (3)  the  period  of 
Clugny  and  Bernard  (the  eleventh  and  twelfth  centuries)  ;  and 
(4)  the  period  of  the  mendicant  orders,  as  also  of  the  so-called 
Reformers  before  the  Reformation,  i.e.,  of  revived  Augustinianism 
(thirteenth  and  fifteenth  centuries).  The  Middle  Ages  only 
reached  their  climax  after  the  beginning  of  the  thirteenth  century 
and,  having  grown  spiritually  equal  to  the  material  received  from 
the  ancient  Church,  then  developed  all  individual  energies  and 
conceptions.  But  then  at  once  began  the  crises  which  led  to  the 

1  In  the  Middle  Ages  every  advance  in  the  development  of  the   authority  and 
power  of  the  Church  was  accompanied  by  the  growing  impression  that  the  Church 
was  corrupt.     This  impression  led  to  the  suspicion  that  it  had  become  Babylon,  and 
to  despair  of  its  improvement. 

2  On  this  most  important  point  the  schism  went  beyond  Augustine ;   for  in  the 
Middle  Ages,  as  regards  the  ground  and  assurance  of  faith,  Augustine  of  the  Con 
fessions  and  doctrine  of  predestination  was  played  off  against  Augustine  the  apologist 
of  the  Catholic  Church.     Luther,  however,  abandoned  both  alike,  and  followed  a 
view  which  can  be  shown  to  exist  in  Augustine  and  in  the  Middle  Ages  at  most  in  a 
hidden  undercurrent. 
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Renaissance  and  Humanism,  to  the  Reformation, Socinianism  and 
Tridentine  Catholicism.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible  to  delimit 
two  periods  within  the  thirteenth  to  the  fifteenth  century ;  for 
Scholasticism  and  Mysticism,  the  development  of  the  authorita 
tive,  Nominalist,  dogmatics,  and  the  attempts  to  form  new 
doctrines,  are  all  interwoven.  Reformation  and  Counter-re 
formation  have  a  common  root. 


CHAPTER  II. 

WESTERN   CHRISTIANITY   AND   WESTERN    THEOLOGIANS 
BEFORE   AUGUSTINE. 

THE  distinctive  character  of  Western  Christianity  has  been 
frequently  referred  to  in  our  earlier  volumes.  We  may  now, 
before  taking  up  Augustine  and  the  Church  influenced  by  him, 
appropriately  review  and  describe  the  Christianity  into  which  he 
entered,  and  on  which  he  conferred  an  extraordinarily  prolonged 
existence  and  new  vital  energies  by  the  peculiar  form  and  train 
ing  to  which  he  subjected  it.  It  was  the  Roman  Church  that 
transmitted  Christianity  to  the  Middle  Ages.  But  it  might 
almost  be  named  the  Augustinian-Gregorian1  with  as  much  justice 
as  that  of  the  Augsburg  Confession  is  called  the  Lutheran. 

If,  however,  we  ascend  the  history  of  the  Latin  Church  to  as 
near  its  origin  as  we  can,  we  find  ourselves  confronted  by  a  man 
in  whom  the  character  and  the  future  of  this  Church  were  already 
announced,  viz.,  Tertullian.  Tertullian  and  Augustine  are  the 
Fathers  of  the  Latin  Church  in  so  eminent  a  sense  that,  measured 
by  them,  the  East  possessed  no  Church  Fathers  at  all.2  The 
only  one  to  rival  them,  Origen,  exerted  his  influence  in  a 
more  limited  sphere.  Eminently  ecclesiastical  as  his  activity 
was,  his  Christianity  was  not  really  ecclesiastical,  but  esoteric. 
His  development  and  the  import  of  his  personal  life  were  almost 
without  significance  for  the  mass  ;  he  continued  to  live  in  his 
books  and  among  theologians.  But  with  Tertullian  and  Augus- 

1  After  Gregory  I. 

'2  Mbhler  says  very  justly,  from  the  Catholic  standpoint  (Patrologie,  p.  737) :  "  We 
are  often  surprised  for  a  moment,  and  forget  that  in  Tertullian  we  have  before  us  a 
writer  of  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  we  feel  so  mush  at  home  in  reading 
the  language,  often  very  familiar  to  us,  in  which  he  discusses  difficult  questions  con 
cerning  dogmatics,  morals,  or  even  the  ritual  of  the  Church." 

14 
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tine  it  was  different.  It  is  true  that  only  a  fraction  of  Tertul- 
lian's  teaching  was  retained,  that  he  was  tolerated  by  posterity 
only  in  Cyprian's  reduced  version,  and  that  Augustine  became 
more  and  more  a  source  of  uneasiness  to,  and  was  secretly  op 
posed  by,  his  Church.  Yet  both  passed  into  the  history  of  the 
Western  Catholic  Church  with  their  personality,  with  the  charac 
teristics  of  their  Christian  thought  and  feeling.  The  frictions  and 
unresolved  dissonances,  in  which  they  wore  themselves  out,  were 
transmitted  to  the  future  as  well  as  the  concords  they  sounded, 
and  the  problems,  which  they  could  not  master  in  their  own 
inner  experience,  became  the  themes  of  world-historical  spiritual 
conflicts.1  We  can  exhibit  the  superiority  of  Western  to  Eastern 
Christianity  at  many  points  ;  we  can  even  state  a  whole  series  of 
causes  for  this  superiority  ;  but  one  of  the  most  outstanding  is 
the  fact  that  while  the  East  was  influenced  by  a  commonplace 
succession  of  theologians  and  monks,  the  West  was  moulded  by 
Tertullian  and  Augustine. 

Roman  Christianity,  still  (c.  180)  essentially  Greek  in  form, 
but  already  with  important  features  of  its  own,2  had  won  the 
Great  African  to  its  service.3  It  had  already  transmitted  to  him 
Latin  translations  of  Biblical  books;  but  on  this  foundation 
Tertullian  laboured,  creating  both  thought  and  language,  because 
he  was  able  thoroughly  to  assimilate  the  new  faith,  and  to  ex 
press  his  whole  individuality  in  it.4 

In  doing  so  he  adopted  all  the  elements  which  tradition 
offered  him.  First,  as  a  Christian  Churchman,  he  took  up  the 
old  enthusiastic  and  rigorous,  as  well  as  the  new  anti-heretical, 
faith.  He  sought  to  represent  both,  and  in  his  sovereign  law  to 
verify  the  strict  lex  of  the  ancient  disciplina,  founded  on  eschato- 

1  Ultimately  men  were  content,  indeed,  with  preserving  the  inconsistencies,  treating 
them  as  problems  of  the  schools,  and  ceasing  to  attempt  to  solve  them  ;  for  time 
makes  even  self-contradictions  tolerable,  and  indeed  to  some  extent  hallows  them. 

2  See  the  I  Ep.  of  Clement,  also  the  tractate  on  The  Players,  and  the  testimonies 
of  Ignatius,  Dionysius  of  Corinth  and  others  as  to  the  old  Roman  Church. 

3  De  praescr.  36  :  "  Si  Italiae  adjaces  habes  Romam,  unde  nobis  auctoritas  quoque 
praesto  est." 

4  On  Church  Latin,   see  Koffmane's  work,  which  contains  much  that  is  valuable, 
Gesch.  des  Kirchenlateins,  1879-1881. 
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logical  hopes,  and  allied  with  unrestrained  pneumatic  dogmatics, 
and  also  the  strict  lex  of  the  new  rule  of  faith,  which  seemed 
ancient,  because  the  heretics  were  undoubtedly  innovators.  He 
sought  to  be  a  disciple  of  the  prophets  and  an  obedient  son  of 
his  Episcopal  teachers.  While  he  spent  his  strength  in  the  fruit 
less  attempt  to  unite  them,1  he  left  both  forces  as  an  inheritance 
to  the  Church  of  the  West.  If  the  history  of  that  Church  down 
to  the  sixteenth  century  exhibits  a  conflict  between  orthodox 
clerical  and  enthusiastic,  between  biblical  and  pneumatic 
elements,  if  monachisrn  here  was  constantly  in  danger  of  running 
into  apocalyptics  and  enthusiasm,  and  of  forming  an  opposition 
to  the  Episcopal  and  world-Church,  all  that  is  foreshadowed  in 
Tertullian. 

A  further  element,  which  here  comes  before  us,  is  the  juristic. 
We  know  that  jurisprudence  and  legal  thought  held  the  chief 
place  in  mediaeval  philosophy,  theology,  and  ethics.2  Post- 
apostolic  Greek  Christians  had,  indeed,  already  put  Christianity 
forward  as  the  "  law,"  and  the  Roman  community  may  have 
cultivated  this  view  with  peculiar  energy ; 3  but  in  and  by  itself 
this  term  is  capable  of  so  many  meanings  as  to  be  almost 
neutral.  Yet  through  the  agency  of  Tertullian,  by  his  earlier 
profession  a  lawyer,  all  Christian  forms  received  a  legal  impress. 
He  not  only  transferred  the  technical  terms  of  the  jurists  into 
the  ecclesiastical  language  of  the  West,  but  he  also  contemplated, 
from  a  legal  standpoint,  all  relations  of  the  individual  and  the 
Church  to  the  Deity,  and  vice  versd,  all  duties  and  rights,  the 

1  See  our  expositions  of  this  in  Vol.  II.,  p.  67  ff.,  108  fT.,  128  f.,  311  f. 

2  See  v.  Schulte,  Gesch.  der  Quellen  und  Lit.  d.  kanonischen  Rechts,  Vol.  I.,  pp. 
92-103,  Vol.  II.,  p.  512  f.     Also  his  Gedanken  iiber  Aufgabe  und  Reform  d.  jurist. 
Studiums,   1881  :  "  The  science  of  law  was  in  practice  the  leading  factor  in  Church 
and  Stale  from  the  twelfth  century."     That  it  is  so  still  may,  to  save  many  words, 
be  confirmed  by  a  testimony  of  Dollinger's.    In  a  memorable  speech  on  Phillips  he  says, 
(Akad.  Vortrage,  Vol.  II.,  p.  185  f.)  :  "Frequent  intercourse  with  the  two  closely- 
allied  converts,  larcke  and  Phillips,  showed  me  how  an  ultramontane  and  papistical 
conception  of  the  Christian  religion  was  especially  suggested  and  favoured  by  legal 
culture  and  mode  of  thought,  which  was  dominated,  even  in  the  case  of  German 
specialists  like  Phillips,  not  by  ancient  German,  but  Roman  legal  ideas." 

3  On  the  designation  of  Holy  Scripture  as  "lex"  in  the  West,  see  Zahn,  Gesch. 
d.  neutestamentlichen  Kanous,  I.  I,  p.  95  f. 
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moral  imperative  as  well  as  the  actions  of  God  and  Christ, 
nay,  their  mutual  relationship.  He  who  was  so  passionate  and 
fanciful  seemed  never  to  be  thoroughly  satisfied  until  he  had 
found  the  scheme  of  a  legal  relationship  which  he  could  pro 
claim  as  an  inviolable  authority ;  he  never  felt  secure  until  he 
had  demonstrated  inner  compulsions  to  be  external  demands, 
exuberant  promises  to  be  stipulated  rewards.  But  with  this  the 
scheme  of  personal  rights  was  applied  almost  universally.  God 
appears  as  the  mighty  partner  who  watches  jealously  over  his 
rights.  Through  Tertullian  this  tendency  passed  into  the 
Western  Church,  which,  being  Roman,  was  disposed  to  favour 
it ;  there  it  operated  in  the  most  prejudicial  way.  If  we  grant 
that  by  it  much  that  was  valuable  was  preserved,  and  juristic 
thought  did  contribute  to  the  understanding  of  some,  not 
indeed  the  most  precious,  Pauline  conceptions,  yet,  on  the 
whole,  religious  reflection  was  led  into  a  false  channel,  the  ideas 
of  satisfaction  and  merit  becoming  of  the  highest  importance, 
and  the  separation  of  Western  from  primitive  and  Eastern 
Christianity  was  promoted.1 

Another  element  is  closely  connected  with  the  legal,  viz.,  the 
syllogistic  and  dialetical.  Tertullian  has  been  extolled  as  a 
speculative  theologian  ;  but  this  is  wrong.  Speculation  was 
not  his  forte ;  we  perceive  this  very  plainly  when  we  look  at  his 
relation  to  Irenaeus.  Notice  how  much  he  has  borrowed  from 
this  predecessor  of  his,  and  how  carefully  he  has  avoided,  in 
doing  so,  his  most  profound  speculations  !  Tertullian  was  a 
Sophist  in  the  good  and  bad  sense  of  the  term.  He  was  in  his 
element  in  Aristotelian  and  Stoic  dialectics  ;  in  his  syllogisms 
he  is  a  philosophising  advocate.  But  in  this  also  he  was  the 
pioneer  of  his  Church,  whose  theologians  have  always  reasoned 
more  than  they  have  philosophised.  The  manner  in  which  he 
rings  the  changes  on  auctoritas  and  ratio,  or  combines  them, 
and  spins  lines  of  thought  out  of  them  ;  the  formal  treatment  of 
problems,  meant  to  supply  the  place  of  one  dealing  with  the 
matter,  until  it  ultimately  loses  sight  of  aim  and  object,  and 
falls  a  prey  to  the  delusion  that  the  certainty  of  the  conclusion 

1  Consider,  e.g.,  a  sentence  like  this  of  Cyprian  De  unit.  15:  "  Justitia  opus  est, 
ut  promereri  quis  possit  deum  judicem." 
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guarantees  the  certainty  of  the  premises — this  whole  method 
only  too  well  known  from  mediaeval  Scholasticism,  had  its 
originator  in  Tertullian.1  In  the  classical  period  of  eastern 

1  A  series  of  legal  schemes  framed  by  Tertullian  for  his  dogmatics  and  ethics  have  been 
given  in  Vol.  II.,  279  f.,  294  f.,  Vol.  IV.  pp.  no,  121.  In  addition  to  his  speculation 
on  substantia,  persona,  and  status,  the  categories  offendere,  satisfacere,  promereri,  ac- 
ceptare,  and  rependere,  etc.,  play  the  chief  part  in  his  system.  Most  closely  connected 
with  the  legal  contemplation  of  problems  is  the  abstract  reference  to  authority ;  for 
one  does  not  obey  a  law  because  he  finds  it  to  be  good  and  just,  but  because  it  is  law. 
(Tertullian,  indeed,  knows  very  well,  when  defending  himself  against  heathen  insinu 
ations,  that  the  above  dictum  is  not  sufficient  in  the  sphere  of  religion  and  morals, 
see  e.g.,  Apolog.  4. )  This  attitude  of  Tertullian,  led  up  to  by  his  dialectical  procedure 
and  his  alternations  between  auctoritas  and  ratio,  produces  in  many  passages  the  im- 
piession  that  we  are  listening  to  a  mediaeval  Catholic.  In  regard  to  the  alternation 
above  described,  the  work  De  corona  is  especially  characteristic  ;  but  so  is  Adv.  Marc. 
I.,  23  f.  He  writes,  De  pajnit.  4  :  "  Nos  pro  nostris  angustiis  unum  inculcamus,  bonum 
atque  optimum  esse  quod  deus  proecipit.  Audaciam  existimo  de  bono  divini  praecepti 
disputare.  Neque  enim  quia  bonum  est,  idcirco  auscultare  debemus,  sed  quia  deus 
praacepit.  Ad  exhibitionem  obsequii  prior  est  majestas  divinfe  potestatis,  prior  est 
auctoritas  imperantis  quam  utilitas  servientis."  (Compare  Scorp.  2,  3  ;  De  fuga,  4; 
De  cor.  2.)  But  the  same  theologian  writes,  De  peen.  I  :  "Res  dei  ratio,  quia 
deus  nihil  non  ratione  providit,  nihil  non  ratione  tractari  intellegique  voluit. "  The 
work  De  prcnit.  is  in  general  peculiarly  fitted  to  initiate  us  into  Tertullian's  style  of 
thought.  I  shall  in  the  sequel  pick  out  the  most  important  points,  and  furnish 
parallels  from  his  other  writings.  Be  it  noticed  first  that  the  work  emphasises  the 
three  parts,  vera  poenitentia  (defiere,  metus  dei),  confcssio  and  satisfactio,  and  then 
adds  the  venia  on  the  part  of  the  effensus  deus. 

In  chap.  II.  we  already  meet  with  the  expression  "  merita  psenitentiae."  There  we 
read  :  "ratio  salutis  certain  formam  tenet,  ne  bonis  umquam  factis  cogitatisve  quasi 
violenta  aliqua  manus  injiciatur.  Deus  enim  reprobationem  bonorum  ratam  non 
habens,  utpote  suorum,  quorum  cum  auctor  et  defensor  sit  necesse  est,  proinde  et 
acceptator,  si  acceptator  etiam  remunerator  .  .  .  bonum  factum  deum  habet  dcbitorem, 
sicuti  et  malum,  quia  judex  omnis  remunerator  est  causa.'1''  (De  orat.  7:  "  paeni- 
tentia  demonstrate  acceptabilis  deo ;"  we  have  also  "  commendatior  ").  Chap.  III.  : 
"  Admissus  ad  dominica  prsecepta  ex  ipsis  statim  eruditur,  id  peccato  deputandum,  a 
quo  deus  arceat."  (The  distinction  between  prsecepta  and  consilia  dominica  is 
familiar  in  Tertullian  ;  see  Ad.  uxor.  II.  I  ;  De  coron.  4  ;  Adv.  Marc.  II.  17.  In 
Adv.  Marc.  I.  29,  he  says  that  we  may  not  reject  marriage  altogether,  because  if  we 
did  there  would  be  no  meritorious  sanctity.  In  Adv.  Marc.  I.  23,  the  distinction  is 
drawn  between  "  debita ''  and  "  indebita  bonitas  ").  Chap.  III.  :  "  Voluntas  facti 
origo  est ;  "  a  disquisition  follows  on  velle,  concupiscere,  perficere.  Chap.  V.  :  "  Ita 
qui  per  delictorum  pcenitentiam  instituerat  dominus  satisfacere,  diabolo  per  alise 
psenitentiis  paenkentiam  satisfaciel,  eritque  tanto  magis  perosus  deo,  quanto  asmulo 
ejus  acceptus"  (See  De  orat.  n  ;  "fratri  satisfacere,"  18  ;  "discipline  satisfacere," 
23  ;  satisfacimus  deo  domino  nostro  "  ;  De  jejun.  3  ;  De  pud.  9,  13  ;  De  pat.  10,  13, 
etc.,  etc.  :  "peccator  patri  satisfacit,"  namely,  through  his  penances  ;  see  De  pud. 
13  :  "hie  jam  carnis  interitum  in  officium  psenitentia;  interpretantur,  quod  videatuv 
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theology  men  did  not  stop  at  auctoritas  and  ratio  ;  they  sought  to 
reach  the  inner  convincing  phases  of  authority,  and  understood 
by  ratio  the  reason  determined  by  the  conception  of  the  matter 

jejuniis  et  sordibus  et  incuria  omni  et  dedita  opera  malse  tractationis  carnem  extermin- 
ando  satis  deo  facere  ").  In  ch.  V.  it  is  explained  quite  in  the  Catholic  manner  that 
timor  is  the  fundamental  form  of  the  religious  relation.  Here,  as  in  countless  other 
passages,  the  "  deus  offensus  "  moves  Tertullian's  soul  (see  De  pat.  5  :  "  hinc  deus 
irasci  exorsus,  unde  offendere  homo  inductus. ")  Fear  dominates  the  whole  of  peni 
tence.  (De  psenit.  6:  "metus  est  instrumentum  paenitentiae."  In  general 
"offendere  deum  "  and  "  satisfacere  deo  "  are  the  proper  technical  terms;  see  De 
paen.  7  :  "offendisti,  sed  reconciliari  adhuc  potes  ;  habes  cui  satisfacias  et  quidem 
volentem."  Ch.  X.  :  "  intolerandum  scilicet  pudori,  domino  offenso  satisfacere." 
Ch.  XI.  :  "  castigationem  victus  atquecultus  offenso  domino  praestare."  Along  with 
satisfacere  we  have  "deum  iratum,  indignatum  mitigare,  placare,  reconciliare."  Ch. 
VI  :  "  omnes  salutis  in promerendo  deo  petitores  sumus."  Compare  with  this  "pro- 
mereri  deum"  Scorp.  6:  "  quomodo  multse  mansiones  apud  patrem,  si  non  pro 
varietate  meritorum  .  .  .  porro  et  si  fidei  propterea  congvuebat  sublimitati  et  clari- 
tatis  aliqua  prolatio,  tale  quid  esse  opportuerat  illud  emoluments,  quod  magno  constaret 
labore,  cruciatu,  tormento,  morte  .  .  .  eadem  pretia  qtia  et  merces."  De  orat.  2: 
"  meritum  fidei."  3:  "nos  angelorum,  si  meruimus,  candidati "  ;  4:  "  merita  cu- 
jusque."  De  psenit.  6  :  "  catechumenus  mereri  cupit  baptismum,  timet  adhuc  delin- 
quere,  ne  non  mereretur  accipere."  De  pat.  4:  "artificium  promerendi  obsequium 
est,  obsequii  vero  disciplina  morigera  subjectio  est."  De  virg.  vel.,  13  :  "  deus  Justus 
est  ad  remuneranda  quse  soli  sibi  fiunt."  De  exhort.  I  :  "nemo  indulgentia  dei 
utendo  promeretur,  sed  voluntati  obsequendo  ; "  2:  "deus  quae  vult  prsecipit  et 
accepto  facit  et  aeternitatis  mercede  dispungit."  De  pud.  10  :  "  paenitentiam  deo  im- 
molare  .  .  .  magis  merebitur  fructum  paanitentiae  qui  nondum  ea  usus  est  quam  qui 
jam  et  abusus  est."  De  jejun.  3  :  "  ratio  promerendi  deum"  [jejunium  iratum  deum 
homini  reconciliat,  ch.  VII.];  13:  "ultro  officium  facere  deo."  How  familiar  and  im 
portant  in  general  is  to  Tertullian  the  thought  of  performing  a  service,  a  favour  to 
God,  or  of  furnishing  him  with  a  spectacle  !  He  indeed  describes  as  a  heathen  idea 
(Apolog.  ll)  the  sentence:  "  conlatio  divinitatis  meritorum  remunerandorum  fuit 
ratio  "  ;  but  he  himself  comes  very  near  it ;  thus  he  says  (De  exhortat.  10) :  "  per 
continentiam  negotiaberis  magnam  substantiam  sanctitatis,  parsimonia  carnis  spiritum 
acquires."  He  sternly  reproves,  Scorp.  15,  the  saying  of  the  "Lax":  Christus  non 
vicem  passionis  sitit ;  he  himself  says  (De  pat.  16)  :  "  rependamus  Christi  patientiam, 
quam  pro  nobis  ipse  dependit."  De  psenit.  6  :  "  Quam  porro  ineptum,  quam  pffini- 
tentiam  non  adimplere,  ei  veniam  delictorum  sustinere  ?  Hoc  est  pretium  non  ex- 
hibere,  ad  merccm  nianum  emittere.  Hoc  enim  pretio  dominus  veniam  addicere  in- 
stituit ;  hac  paenitentiae  compensations  redimendam  proponit  impunitatem,"  (see  Scorp. 
6:  "  nulli  compensatio  invidiosa  est,  in  qua  aut  gratiae  aut  injuriae  communis  est 
ratio").  In  Ch.  VI.  Tertullian  uses  "imputare,"  and  this  word  is  not  rarely  found 
along  with  "  reputare  "  ;  in  Ch.  VII.  we  have  "  indulgentia  "  (indulgere),  and  these 
terms  are  met  somewhat  frequently  ;  so  also  "restituere"  (ch.  VII.  12  :  "restitutio 
peccatoris").  De  pat.  8:  "  tantum  relevat  confcssio  delictorum,  quantum  dissimu- 
latio  exaggerat ;  confessio  omni satisfactionis  consilium  est."  Further,  ch.  IX.:  "  Hujus 
igitur  psenitentise  secundae  et  unius  quanto  in  arte  negotium  est,  tanto  operosior  probatio 
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in  question.  In  the  West,  auctoritas  and  ratio  stood  for  a  very 
long  time  side  by  side  without  their  relations  being  fixed — see 
the  mediaeval  theologians  from  Cassian — and  the  speculation 
introduced  by  Augustine  was  ultimately  once  more  eliminated. 

(that  sounds  quite  mediaeval),  ut  non  sola  conscientia  prseferatur,  sed  aliquo  etiam  actu 
administretur.  Is  actus,  qui  magis  Graeco  vocabulo  exprimitur  et  frequentatur,  ex- 
omologesis  est,  qua  delictum  domino  nostro  confitemur,  non  quidem  ut  ignaro,  sed 
quatenus  satisfactio  confessione  disponitur,  confessione  paenitentia  nascitur,  pccnitentia 
deus  mitigatur.  Concerning  this  exhomologesis,  this  tearful  confession,  he  goes  on  : 
"commendat  psenitentiam  deo  et  temporali  affliclatio w  (Ettrna  supplicia  non  dicam 
f  rust  ratur  sed  expungit."  ("  Commendare  "  as  used  above  is  common,  see  e.g,t  De 
virg.  vel.  14,  and  Depat.  13  :  "  patientia  corporis  [penances]  precationes  commendat, 
deprecationes  affirmat ;  hoec  aures  Christi  aperit,  clementiam  elicit.").  The  conception 
is  also  distinctly  expressed  by  Tertullian  that  in  the  ceremony  of  penance  the  Church 
completely  represents  Christ  himself,  see  ch.  X.  :  "in  uno  et  altero  ecclesia  est, 
ecclesia  vero  Christus.  Ergo  cum  te  ad  fratrum  genua  protendis,  Christum  contrectas, 
Christum  exoras."  De  pudic.  10,  shows  how  he  really  bases  pardon  solely  on  the 
"cessatio  delicti";  "  etsi  venia  est  paenitentiae  fructus,  hanc  quoque  consistere  non 
licet  sine  cessatione  delicti.  Ita  cessalio  delicti  radix  est  venitz  ut  venia  sit  panitentice 
fructus."  Further  ch.  II.  :  "omne  delictum  aut  venia  dispungit  aut  poena,  venia  ex 
castigatione,  poena  ex  damnatione";  but  "satisfactio"  is  implied  in  the  "castigatio." 
In  De  pudic.  I  the  notorious  lax  edict  of  Calixtus  is  called  "  liberalitas  "  (venia)  i.e., 
"indulgence."  Let  us  further  recall  some  formulas  which  are  pertinent  here.  Thus 
we  have  the  often-used  figure  of  the  "militia  Christi,"  and  the  regimental  oath — 
sacramentum.  So  also  the  extremely  characteristic  alternation  between  "gratia"  and 
"  voluntas  humana,"  most  clearly  given  in  De  exhort.  2  :  "  non  est  bonae  et  solidse 
fidei  sic  omnia  ad  voluntatem  dei  referre  et  ita  adulari  untim  quemque  dicendo  nihil 
fieri  sine  nutu  ejus,  ut  non  intellegamus,  esse  aliquid  in  nobis  ipsis.  .  .  .  Non  debemus 
quod  nostro  expositum  est  arbitrio  in  domini  referre  voluntatem  "  ;  Ad  uxor.  I,  8  : 
"  quaedam  enim  sunt  divinae  liberalitatis,  quaedam  nostrae  operationis."  Then  we 
have  the  remarkable  attempt  to  distinguish  two  wills  in  God,  one  manifest  and  one 
hidden,  and  to  identify  these  with  praecepta  and  consilia,  in  order  ultimately  to 
establish  the  "hidden"  or  "higher"  alone.  De  exhort.  2  f.  :  "cum  solum  sit  in 
nobis  velle,  et  in  hoc  probatur  nostra  evga  deum  mens,  an  ea  velimus  quae  cum  volun- 
tate  ipsius  faciunt,  alte  et  impresse  recogitandum  essedico  dei  voluntatem,  quid  etiam 
in  occulto  velit.  Qua;  enim  in  manifesto  scimus  omnes."  Now  follows  an  exposi 
tion  on  the  two  wills  in  God,  the  higher,  hidden,  and  proper  one,  and  the  lower  : 
"  Deus  ostendens  quid  magis  velit,  minorem  voluntatem  majore  delevit.  Quanloque 
notitke  tuae  utrumque  proposuit,  tanto  definiit,  id  te  sectari  debere  quod  declaravit  se 
magis  velle.  Ergo  si  ideo  declaravit,  ut  id  secteris  quod  magis  vult,  sine  dubio,  nisi 
ita  facis,  contra  voluntatem  ejus  sapis,  sapiendo  contra  potiorem  ejus  voluntatem, 
magisque  ofTendis  quam  promereris,  quod  vult  quidem  faciendo  et  quod  mavult  re- 
spuendo.  Ex  parte  delinquis  ;  ex  parte,  si  non  delinquis,  non  tamen  promereris. 
Non  porro  et  promereri  nolle  delinquere  est?  Secundum  igitur  matrimonium,  si  at 
ex  ilia  dei  voluntatc  qua  indulgentia  vocatur,  etc.,  etc."  On  the  other  hand,  see  the 
sharp  distinction  between  sins  of  ignorance  ("  natural  sins")  and  sins  of  "  conscientia 
et  voluntas,  ubi  et  culpa  sapit  et  gratia,"  De  pud.  10. 
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as  is  proved  by  the  triumph  of  Nominalism.  Stoic,  or  "  Aris 
totelian  "  rationalism,  united  with  the  recognition  of  empirical 
authority  under  cover  of  Augustinian  religious  formulas,  re 
mained  the  characteristic  of  Roman  Catholic  dogmatics  and 
morality.1 

But  the  Western  type  of  thought  possessed,  besides  this,  an 
element  in  which  it  was  considerably  superior  to  the  Eastern, 
the  psychological  view.  The  importance  due  to  Augustine  in 
this  respect  has  been  better  perceived  in  recent  years,  and  we 
may  look  for  better  results  as  regards  the  share  of  Scholasticism 
in  the  development  of  modern  psychology.2  In  Augustine  him 
self  Stoic  rationalism  was  thrust  strongly  into  the  background  by 
his  supreme  effort  to  establish  the  psychology  of  the  moral  and 
immoral,  the  pious  and  impious  on  the  basis  of  actual  observa 
tion.  His  greatness  as  a  scientific  theologian  is  found  essentially 
in  the  psychological  element.  But  that  also  is  first  indicated  in 
Tertullian.  As  a  moralist  he  indeed  follows,  so  far  as  he  is  a 
philosopher,  the  dogmatism  of  the  Stoa  ;  but  Stoic  physics 
could  lead  into  an  empirical  psychology.  In  this  respect  Ter- 
tullian's  great  writing,  "  De  anima,"  is  an  extremely  important 
achievement.  It  contains  germs  of  insight  and  aspirations 
which  developed  afterwards ;  and  another  Western  before  Augus 
tine,  Arnobius,  also  did  better  work  in  grasping  problems 
psychologically  than  the  great  theologians  of  the  East.3  This 

1  Augustine  has  also  employed  both  notions  in  countless  places  since  the  writings 
De  Ordine  (see  II.    26  :  ad  discendum  necessarie  dupliciter  ducimur,   auctoritate 
atque  ratione)  and  De  vera  religione  (45  :  animae  medicina  distribuitur  in  auctoritatem 
atque  rationem). 

2  See  Kahl,  Die  Lehre  vom  Primal  des  Willens  bei  Augustin,  Duns  Scotus  und 
Descartes   1886,  as  also  the  works  of  Siebeck  ;  cf.  his  treatise  "  Die  Anfange  der 
neueren   Psychologic  in    der    Scholastik "  in  the  Ztschr.   f.   Philos.   u.  philosoph. 
Kritik.     New  series.     93  Vol.,  p.    161  ff.,   and  Dilthey's  Einl.   in  d.   Geisteswiss. 
Vol.  I. 

'See  Franke,  Die  Psychologic  und  Erkenntnisslehre  des  Arnobius,  1878,  in  which 
the  empiricism  and  criticism  of  this  eclectic  theologian  are  rightly  emphasised.  The 
perception  that  Arnobius  was  not  original,  but  had  taken  his  refutation  of  Platonism 
from  Lucretius,  and  also  that  he  remained,  after  becoming  a  Christian,  the  rhetorician 
that  he  had  been  before  (see  Rohricht  Seelenlehre  des  Arnobius,  Hamburg,  1893), 
cannot  shake  the  fact  that  his  psychology  is  influenced  by  the  consciousness  of 
redemption. 


22  HISTORY  OF  DOGMA.  [CHAP.  II. 

side  of  Western  theology  undoubtedly  continued  weak  before 
Augustine,  because  the  eclecticism  and  moralism  to  which  Cicero 
had  especially  given  currency  held  the  upper  hand  through  the 
reading  of  his  works.1 

Finally,  still  another  element  falls  to  be  mentioned  which 
distinguishes  the  features  of  Western  Christianity  from  the  East 
ern,  but  which  it  is  hard  to  summarise  in  one  word.  Many  have 
spoken  of  its  more  practical  attitude.  But  in  the  East,  Christi 
anity  received  as  practical  a  form  as  people  there  required. 
What  is  meant  is  connected  with  the  absence  of  the  speculative 
tendency  in  the  West.  To  this  is  to  be  attributed  the  fact  that 
the  West  did  not  fix  its  attention  above  all  on  deification,  nor,  in 
consequence,  on  asceticism,  but  kept  real  life  more  distinctly  in 
view  ;  it  therefore  obtained  to  a  greater  extent  from  the  gospel 
what  could  rule  and  correct  that  life.  Thus  Western  Christi 
anity  appears  to  us  from  the  first  more  popular  and  biblical,  as 
well  as  more  ecclesiastical.  It  may  be  that  this  impression  is 
chiefly  due  to  our  descent  from  the  Christianity  in  question,  and 
that  we  can  never  therefore  convey  it  to  a  Greek2 ;  but  it  is  un 
deniable  that  as  the  Latin  idiom  ot  the  Church  was  from  its 
origin  more  popular  than  the  Greek,  which  always  retained 
something  hieratic  about  it,  so  the  West  succeeded  to  a  greater 
extent  in  giving  effect  to  the  words  of  the  gospel.  For  both  of 
these  facts  we  have  to  refer  again  to  Tertullian.  He  had  the 
gift,  granted  to  few  Christian  writers,  of  writing  attractively,  both 
for  theologians  and  laymen.  His  style,  popular  and  fresh, 
must  have  been  extremely  effective.  On  the  other  hand, 
he  was  able,  in  writings  like  De  patientia,  De  oratione,  De 
paenitentia,  or  De  idololatria,  to  express  the  gospel  in  a  concrete 
and  homely  form  ;  and  even  in  many  of  his  learned  and  polemi 
cal  works,  which  are  full  of  paradoxes,  antitheses,  rhetorical 

1  Compare  especially  Minucius  Felix  and  Lactantius. 

z  Conversely  it  is  quite  intelligible  that  he  who  has  started  with  the  ideals  of  classic 
antiquity,  and  has  assimilated  them,  should  derive  more  pleasure  from  men  like 
Clemens  Alex.  Origen  and  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  than  from  Tertullian  and 
Augustine.  But  this  sympathy  is  less  due  to  the  Christianity  of  the  former  scholars. 
We  are  no  longer  directly  moved  by  the  religious  emotions  of  the  older  Greeks,  while 
expressions  of  Tertullian  and  Augustine  reach  our  heart. 
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figures,  frigid  sentences,  and  wild  exaggerations,  we  do  not  fail 
to  find  the  clear  and  pertinent  application  of  evangelical  sayings, 
astonishing  only  by  its  simplicity,  and  reminding  us,  where  the 
thought  takes  a  higher  flight,  not  infrequently  of  Augustine.1 

The  Christianity  and  theology  of  Tertullian,  whose  elements 
we  have  here  endeavoured  to  characterise,  were  above  all 
headed  by  the  primitive  Christian  hope  and  morality.  In  these 
was  comprehended  what  he  felt  to  be  his  inmost  thought.  Both 
phases  recur  in  a  large  section  of  Latin  literature  of  the  third 

!Not  only  is  the  distinction  between  "natura"  and  "gratia"  (e.g.,  De  anima  21), 
or  between  "gratia"  and  "virtus"  common  in  Tertullian,  not  only  has  he — in  his 
later  writings — laid  great  stress  on  the  continued  effect  of  Adam's  sin  and  the  trans 
mission  of  death,  but  there  also  occur  many  detached  thoughts  and  propositions  which 
recall  Augustine.     (For  the  transmission  of  sin  and  death  see  De  exhort.  2;  Adv. 
Marc.  I.,  22;  De  pud.  6,  9 ;  De  jejun.   3,  4:    "  mors  cum  ipso  genere   traducto," 
"  primordiale  delictam  expiare,"  cf.  the  expression  "vitium  originis";  further,  also, 
the  writing  De  pascha  comput.  12,  21.)— De  orat.  4  :  "  summa  est  voluntatis  dei  salus 
eorum,quos  adoptavit."     De  pat,  I:  "  Bonorum  quorundam  intolerabilis  magnitudo 
est,  ut  ad  capienda  et  prsestanda  ea  sola  gratia  divinse  inspiralionis  operetur.       Nam 
quod  maxime  bonum,  id  maxime  penes  deum,  nee  alius  id,  quam  qui  possidet,  dispen- 
sat,  ut  cuique  dignatur."     De   paenit.   2:  "Bonorum  unus  est  titulus  salus  hominis 
criminum  pdstinorum  abolitione  pnemissa."     De  pat.  12  :  "  Dilectio  summum  fidei 
sacramentum,  Christiani  nominis  thesaurus."     De  orat.  4  :  In  order  to  fulfil  the  will 
of  God  "  opus  est  dei  voluntate  .  .  .  Christus  erat  voluntas  et  potestas  patris."     5  : 
"  quidquid  nobis  optamus,  in  ilium  auguramur,  et  illi  deputamus,  quod  ab  illo  exspec- 
tamus."     9  :  "  Deus  solus  docere  potuit,  quomodo  se  vellet  orari."      De  pasnit.  2  : 
"  Quod  homini  proficit,  deo  servit."     4  :  "Rape  occasionem  inopinatse  felicitatis,  ut 
ille  tu,  nihil  quondam  penes  deum  nisi  stilla  situhe  et  arese  pulvus  et  vasculum  figuli, 
arbor  exinde  fias  ilia  quse  penes  aquas  seritur,  etc."     4  :  "  Qbsequii  ratio  in  similitu- 
dine  animorum  constituta  est."     De  orat.  7 :  "  debitum  in  scripturis  delicti  figura  est.' 
De  bapt.  5  :  exempto  reatu  eximitur  zkpoena.     De  pud.  22  :  "Quis  alienam  mortem 
sua  solvit  nisi  solus  dei  filius."     Tertullian  imputed  the  proposition  "peccando  pro- 
meremur  "  (De  pud.  10)  to  his  ecclesiastical  opponents.     The  religious  elements  in  his 
mode  of  thought  seem  to  have  been  decided — apart  from  the  New  Testament  books — 
by  the  reading  of  Seneca's  writings.     In  these  Stoic  morality  seems  to  have  been 
deepened,  and  in  part  transcended,  by  a  really  religious  feeling  and  reflection,  so  that 
it  was  possible  to  pass  from  them  to  Pauline  Christianity.      Seneca,  however,  influ 
enced  Western  thinkers  generally  :  see  Minucius  Felix,  Novatian,  and  Jerome  De  inl. 
vir.  12.     Even  in  Cyprian  there  occur  traits  that  might  be  termed  Augustinian : 
notice  how  he  emphasises  the  immanence  of  Christ  in  believers,  e.g.,  Ep.  10,  3,  and 
cf.  the  remarkable  statement  Ep.  10,  4  :  "  Christus  in  certamine  agonis  nostri  et  coro- 
nat  pariter  et  coronatur."     Add  Ep.  58,  5  :   "  Spiritus  dei,  qui  cum  a  confitentibus 
non  discedit  neque  dividitur,  ipse  in  nobis  loquitur  et  coronatur."     See  also  the 
Roman  epistle  Ep.  8,  3. 
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and  of  the  first  half  of  the  fourth  century.1  There  it  is  hardly 
possible  to  find  any  traces  of  Antignostic  dogmatics ;  on  the 
contrary,  Apocalyptics  were  developed  with  extreme  vividness, 
and  morality,  often  Stoic  in  colouring,  received  a  stringent 
form.2  The  whole  of  the  abundant  literary  labours  and 
dogmatic  efforts  of  Hippolytus  seem  to  have  been  lost  on  the 
West  from  the  first  and  completely. 

But  Tertullian  also  was  deprived  by  his  Montanism  of  the  full 
influence  which  he  might  have  exerted  on  the  Church.3  The 
results  of  his  work  passed  to  Cyprian,  and,  though  much 
abbreviated  and  modified,  were  circulated  by  him.  For  the 
period  from  A.D.  260  down  to  Ambrose — indeed \  properly  speaking, 
to  Augustine  and  Jerome — Cyprian  became  the  Latin  Church 
author  par  excellence.  All  known  and  unknown  Latin  writers 
of  his  time,  and  after  him,  had  but  a  limited  influence  :  he,  as  an 
edifying  and  standard  author,  dictated  like  a  sovereign  to  the 
Western  Church  for  the  next  120  years.  His  authority  ranked 
close  after  that  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  it  lasted  up  to  the 
time  of  Augustine.4 

1  Compare  especially  also  the  writings  which  are  falsely  headed  with  ihe  name  of 
Cyprian,  and  have  begun  to  be  examined  in  very  recent  years. 

2  Compare  the  characteristics  of  the  Christianity  taught  by  Commodian,  Arnobius, 
and    Lactantius,    vol.    III.    p.    77    ff.     Novatian  was   accused    of  Stoicism    by  his 
opponents.     Several  of  the  writings  headed  by  the  name  of  Cyprian  are  very  old  and 
important  for  our  knowledge  of  ancient  Latin  Christianity.     I  have  verified  that  in 
the  tractates  De  aleatoribus  (Victor),  Ad   Novatianum  (Sixtus),  and  De  laude  mart. 
(Novatian)  (Texte  und  Unters,  VI.,  I  ;  XIII.,  I  and  4;  see  also  the  writings,  to  be 
attributed  to  Novatian,   De  spectac,  and  De  bonopudic.);  but  let  anyone  read  also 
"De  duobus  montibus"  in  order  to  gain  an  idea  of  the  theological  simplicity  and 
archaic  quality  of  these  Latins.     And  yet  the  author  of  the  above  treatise  succeeded 
in  formulating  the  phrase  (c.  9)  :     "  Lex  Christianorum  crux  est  sancta  Christi  fiiii 
dei  vivi."     Most  instructive  are  the  Instructiones  of  Commodian.     The  great  influence 
of  Hernias'  Pastor,  and  the  interest  directed  accordingly  to  the  Church,  are  character 
istic  of  this  whole  literature.     Even  unlearned  authors  continued  to  occupy  themselves 
with  the  Church,  see  the  Symbol  of  Carthage  :  "  credo  remissionem  peccatorum  per 
sanctam  ecclesiam." 

3  See  my   treatise  on   "  Tertullian  in  der  Litteratur  der  alien  Kirche  "   in  the 
Sitzungsber,  d.  K.  Preuss.  Akad.  d.  Wissensch,  1895,  p.  545  ff. 

4  See  a  short  demonstration  of  this  in  my  Texten  und  Unters,  V  i,  p.  2,  and 
elaborated  in  my  Altchristl.   Litt.-Gesch.,  Part  I.,  p.  688  ff.     Pitra  has  furnished 
new  material  for  the  acquaintance  also  of  the  East  with  Cyprian   in   the  Analecta 
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Cyprian  had  hardly  one  original  theological  thought ;  for 
even  the  work  "  De  imitate  ecclesiae  "  rests  on  points  of  view 
which  are  partly  derived  from  the  earlier  Catholic  Fathers,  and 
partly  borrowed  from  the  Roman  Church,  to  which  they  were 
indigenous.  In  the  extremely  authoritative  work,  "  De  opere 
et  eleemosynis  "  the  Tertullian  conceptions  of  merit  and  satis 
faction  are  strictly  developed,  and  are  made  to  serve  as  the 
basis  of  penance,  almost  without  reference  to  the  grace  of  God 
in  Christ.  Cyprian's  chief  importance  is  perhaps  due  to  the  fact 
that,  influenced  by  the  consequences  of  the  Decian  storm  he 
founded,  in  union  with  the  Roman  bishop  Cornelius,  what  was 
afterwards  called  the  sacrament  of  penance ;  in  this,  indeed,  he 
was  the  slave  rather  than  the  master  of  circumstances ;  and  in 
addition,  he  was  yielding  to  Roman  influences  which  had  been 
working  in  this  direction  since  Calixtus.  He  established  the 
rule  of  the  hierarchy  in  the  Church  in  the  spheres  of  the  sacra 
ment,  sacrifice,  and  discipline  ;  he  set  his  seal  on  Episcopalian- 
ism  ;  he  planted  firmly  the  conceptions  of  a  legal  relation 
between  man  and  God,  of  works  of  penance  as  means  of  grace, 
and  of  the  "  satisfactory  "  expiations  of  Christ.  He  also  created 
clerical  language  with  its  solemn  dignity,  cold-blooded  anger, 
and  misuse  of  Biblical  words  to  interpret  and  criticise  contem 
porary  affairs — a  metamorphosis  of  the  Tertullian  genius  for 
language.  Cyprian  by  no  means  inherited  the  interest  taken 
by  Tertullian  in  Antignostic  theology.  Like  all  great  princes 
of  the  Church,  he  was  a  theologian  only  in  so  far  as  he  was  a 
catechist.  He  held  all  the  more  firmly  by  the  symbol,  and 
knew  how  to  state  in  few  words  its  undoubted  meaning,  and  to 
turn  it  skilfully  even  against  allied  movements  like  that  of 
Novatian. 

This  had  been  learnt  from  Rome,  where,  since  as  early  as  the 
end  of  the  second  century,  the  "  Apostles' "  creed  had  been  used 
with  skill  and  tact  against  the  motley  opinions  held  about  doc 
trine  by  Eastern  immigrants.  The  Roman  Bishops  of  the 

Sacra.  Cyprian's  unparalleled  authority  in  the  West  is  attested  especially  by  Lucifer, 
Prudentius,  Optatus,  Pacian,  Jerome,  Augustine,  and  Mommsen's  catalogue  of  the 
Holy  Scriptures.  The  see  of  Carthage  was  called  in  after  times  "  Cathedra  Cypriani," 
as  that  of  Rome  "  Cathedra  Petri."  Optat.  I.,  10. 
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third  century  did  not  meddle  with  dogmatic  disputes  ;  the  only 
two  who  tried  it,  and  undoubtedly  rendered  great  services  to  the 
Church,  Hippolytus  and  Novatian,  could  not  keep  the  sym 
pathies  of  the  clergy  or  the  majority.  In  the  West  men  did  not 
live  as  Christians  upon  dogma,  but  they  were  obedient  to  the 
short  law  (lex)  presented  in  the  Symbol;1  they  impressed  the 
East  by  the  confidence  with  which,  when  necessary,  they  adopted 
a  position  in  dogmatic  questions,  following  in  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity  and  in  Christology  an  original  scheme  formed  by 
Tertullian  and  developed  by  Novatian;2  while  at  the  same  time 
they  worked  at  the  consolidation  of  the  constitution  of  the 
Church,  the  construction  of  a  practical  ecclesiastical  moral 
code,  as  also  the  disciplining  and  training  of  the  com 
munity  through  Divine  Service  and  the  rules  of  penance.* 
The  canons  of  Elvira,  which,  for  the  rest,  are  not  lax,  but  are 
even  distinguished  by  their  stringency,  show  how  strictness  and 
clemency  were  united,  Christendom  being  marked  off  from  the 
world,  while  at  the  same  time  a  life  in  the  world  was  rendered 
possible,  and  even  the  grossest  sins  were  still  indulged  in.  The 
result  was  a  complete  ecclesiastical  constitution,  with  an  almost 
military  organisation.  At  its  head  stood  the  Roman  Bishop, 
who,  in  spite  of  the  abstract  equality  of  all  Bishops,  occupied  a 
unique  position,  not  only  as  representative,  but  also  as  actual 
defender  of  the  unity  of  the  Church,  which,  nevertheless,  was 


1  The  perversions  adopted  in  order  to  represent  the  Christians  as  being  bound  to 
the   "lex  "  are  shown,  e.g. ,  by  the  argument  in  the,  we  admit,  late  and  spurious 
writing  attributed  to  Cyprian  De  XII.,  abusivis  saeculi,  chap.  12:   "  Dum  Christus 
finis  est  legis,  qui  sine  lege  sunt  sine  Christo  sunt ;  igitur  populus  sine  lege  populus 
sine  Christo  est."     As  against  this,  verdicts  such  as  that  cursorily  given  by  Tertullian 
(De  spect.  2),  that  the  natural  man  "  deum  non  novit  nisi  naturali  jure,  non  etiam 
familiari,"  remained  without  effect. 

2  See  on  this  Vol.  II.,  p.  279  f.  312  f.,  and  Vol.  III.  and  IV.  in  various  places  ; 
cf.  Reuter,  Augustin.  Studien,  pp.  153-230.    Since  the  West  never  perceived  clearly 
the  close  connection  between  the  result  of  salvation  (a.<j>6apala.)  and  the  Incarnation, 
there  always  existed  there  a  rationalistic  element   as  regards  the  person  of  Christ, 
which  afterwards  disclosed  itself  completely  in  Pelagianism.     The  West  only  com 
pleted  its  own  theory  as  to  Christ  after  it  had  transferred  to  His  work  conceptions 
obtained  in  the  discipline  of  penance.     But  that  took  place  very  gradually. 

*  Here  again  the  Instructiones  of  Commodian  are  very  instructive. 
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severely    shaken,   first    by    Novatianism,   and    afterwards    by 
Donatism. 

When  Constantine  granted  toleration  and  privileges  to  the 
Church,  and  enabled  the  provincial  Churches  to  communicate 
with  all  freedom,  Rome  had  already  become  a  Latin  city,  and 
the  Roman  community  was  thoroughly  Latinised  ;  elsewhere 
also  in  the  West  the  Greek  element,  once  so  powerful,  had 
receded.  Undoubtedly,  Western  Christians  had  no  other  idea 
than  that  they  formed  a  single  Church  with  the  East ;  they  were 
actually  at  one  with  the  Eastern  tendency  represented  by 
Athanasius  in  the  fundamental  conceptions  of  the  doctrines  of 
God,  Christ,  and  eternal  salvation.  But  their  interests  were 
often  divided,  and,  in  fact,  there  was  little  mutual  understanding, 
particularly  after  Cappadocian  orthodoxy  triumphed  in  the  East. 
From  the  middle  of  the  third  century  the  weakening  of  the  cen 
tral  power  had  once  more  restored  their  independence  to  all  the 
provinces,  and  had  thus  set  free  the  principle  of  nationality  ;  and 
this  would  have  led  to  a  complete  reaction  and  wholesale  par 
ticularism  had  not  some  energetic  rulers,  the  migrations  of  the 
tribes,  and  the  Church  set  up  a  barrier,  which,  indeed,  ultimately 
proved  too  weak  in  the  East. 

It  was  the  great  dogmatic  controversies  which  compelled  the 
provincial  Churches  to  look  beyond  their  own  borders.  But 
the  sympathy  of  the  West  for  the  East — there  never  developed 
any  vital  interest  in  the  oppositedirection1 — was  no  longer  general 
or  natural.  It  sprang,  as  a  rule,  from  temporary  necessities  or 
ambitious  purposes.  Yet  it  became  of  incalculable  importance 
for  Western  theology  ;  for  their  relations  with  the  East,  into 
which  the  Western  Church  was  brought  by  the  Arian  conflict, 
led  Western  Christians  to  observe  more  closely  two  great 
phenomena  of  the  Eastern  Church,  the  scientific  theology  (of 
Origeri)  and  monacJiism. 

It  may  here  be  at  once  said  that  the  contact  and  influence 
which  thus  arose  did  not  in  the  end  change  the  genius  and 

1  An  exception  of  short  duration  is  formed  by  the  interest  taken  by  the  Antiochenes 
in  the  Western  scheme  of  Christology  during  the  Eutychian  controversy  :  see  the 
epistolary  collection  of  Theodoret  and  his  Eranistes,  as  also  the  works  of  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia. 


28  HISTORY  OF  DOGMA.  [CHAP.  II. 

tendency  of  the  Western  Church  to  its  depths.  In  so  far  as  a 
lasting  change  was  introduced  in  the  fifth  century,  it  is  not  to  be 
derived  from  this  quarter.  But  for  their  suggestiveness,  the 
capital  and  impulse  which  were  received  from  the  East  cannot 
be  highly  enough  appreciated  We  need  only  compare  the 
writings  of  the  Latin  theologians  who  were  not  influenced  by 
the  Greeks, l  with  Hilary,  Victorinus  Rhetor,  Ambrose,  Jerome, 
Rufinus,  and  the  others  dependent  on  them,  in  order  to  perceive 
the  enormous  difference.  The  exegetical  and  speculative  science 
of  the  Greeks  was  imported  into  the  West,  and,  besides  mona- 
chism  and  the  ideal  of  a  virginity  devoted  to  God,  as  the  prac 
tical  application  of  that  science. 

The  West  was  not  disposed  to  favour  either  of  these,  and 
since  it  is  always  hardest  to  carry  through  changes  in  the  rules 
of  practical  life,  the  implanting  of  monachism  cost  embittered 
conflicts.2  But  the  ideal  of  virginity,  as  denoting  the  love-bond 
with  Christ,  very  soon  established  itself  among  the  spiritual 
leaders  of  the  West.  (Even  before  this,  Cyprian  says,  De  hab. 
virg.  22  :  and  you  virgins  have  no  husband,  your  lord  and  head 
is  Christ  in  the  similitude  and  place  of  a  man.)  3  It  then  won 
through  Ambrose  the  same  significance  for  the  West  as  it  had 
obtained  through  Origen's  expositions  of  the  Song  of  Songs 
and  Methodius  in  the  East.  Nay,  it  was  in  the  West  that  the 
ideal  was  first,  so  to  speak,  individualised,  and  that  it  created  a 
profusion  of  forms  in  which  it  was  allied  with  or  excited  the 
impassioned  love  of  Christ.4  The  theological  science  of  the 

1  E.g.   Lucifer,  so  far  as  he  does   not  simply  imitate   the  Greeks.      See  on  his 
"theology"  Kriiger's  Monograph,  1886. 

2  See  Jovinian  and  Vigilantius,  as  also  the  conflicts  of  monachism  in  Spain  and 
Gaul  (cf.  the  works  of  Sulpicius  Severus). 

3  "  Virginibus  nee  maritus  dominus,  dominus  vester  ac  caput  Christus  est  ad  instar 
et  vicem  masculi."     Before  this  he  says  of  the  Church  (Cypr.,  de  unit.  6)  :   "  sponsa 
Christi,  unius  cubiculi  sanctitatem  casto  pudore  custodit."     Afterwards  this  far  from 
beautiful  thought  was  transferred  to  the  individual  soul,  and  thus  erotic  spiritualism 
was  produced. 

4  See  details  in  Vol.  III.,  p.  129  f.     The  conception  of  Methodius  was  quite  current 
in  Latin  writers  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  century,  viz.,  that  Christ  must  be  born  in 
every  Christian,  and  that  only  so  could  redemption  be  appropriated.     Thus  Prudentius 
sings,   "  Virginitas  et  prompta  fides  Christum  bibit  alvo  cordis  et  intactis  condit 
paritura  latebris."    Ambrose,  Expos,  in  ev.  sec.  Luc.  1.  II.,  c.  26:  "Vides  non 


CHAP.  II.]  WESTERN   CHRISTIANITY.  29 

Greeks  could  not  have  domesticated  itself,  even  if  the  time  had 
been  less  unfavourable  ;  just  then  its  authority  was  tottering  even 
in  the  East,  after  the  Cappadocians  seemed  to  have  reconciled 
faith  and  knowledge  for  a  brief  period.  Where  one  has  once 
been  accustomed  to  regard  a  complex  of  thoughts  as  an  inviol 
able  law,  a  legal  order,  it  is  no  longer  possible  to  awaken  for  it 
for  a  length  of  time  the  inner  sympathy  which  clings  to  spheres 
in  which  the  spiritual  life  finds  a  home ;  and  if  it  does  succeed 
in  obtaining  an  assured  position,  its  treatment  assumes  a  different 
character ;  there  is  no  freedom  in  dealing  with  it.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  West  was  always  less  free  in  relation  to  dogma 
proper  than  the  East  in  the  classic  period  of  Church  theology. 
In  the  West  men  reflected  about,  and  now  and  again  against, 
dogma ;  but  they  really  thought  little  in  it. 

But  how  great,  nevertheless,  were  the  stores  rescued  to  the 
West  from  the  East1  by  Greek  scholars,  especially  Hilary, 
Ambrose,  and  Jerome,  at  a  time  when  the  Greek  sun  had 
already  ceased  to  warm  the  West !  In  the  philosophical, 
historical,  and  theological  elements  transplanted  by  them,  we 
have  also  one  of  Augustine's  roots.  He  learned  the  science  of 
exegetical  speculation  from  Ambrose,  the  disciple  of  the  Cappa 
docians,  and  it  was  only  by  its  help  that  he  was  delivered  from 
Manichseism.  He  made  himself  familiar  with  Neoplatonic 
philosophy,  and  in  this  sphere  he  was  apparently  assisted  by 
the  works  of  another  Greek  scholar,  Victorinus  Rhetor.  He 
acquired  an  astonishing  amount  of  knowledge  of  the  Egyptian 
monks,  and  the  impression  thus  received  became  of  decisive 
importance  for  him.  These  influences  must  be  weighed  if  we 
are  to  understand  thoroughly  the  conditions  under  which  such  a 

dubitasse  Mariam,  sed  credidisse  et  ideo  fructum  fidei  consecutam.  .  .  .  Seel  et  vos 
beati,  qui  audistis  et  credidistis ;  qusecunque  enim  crediderit  anima  et  concipit  et 
generat  dei  verbum  et  opera  ejus  agnoscit.  Sit  in  singulis  Marise  anima,  ut  magnificat 
dominum  ;  sit  in  singulis  spiritus  Marise,  ut  exultet  in  deo.  Si  secundum  carnem 
una  mater  est  Christi,  secundum  fidem  tamen  omnium  fructus  est  Christus.  Omnis 
enim  anima  accipit  dei  verbum,  si  tamen  immaculata  et  immunis  a  vitiis  intemerato 
castimoniam  pudore  custodial." 

1  We  must  pass  by  the  older  importer  of  Greek  exegesis,  Victorinus  of  Pettau,  since, 
in  spite  of  all  his  dependence  on  Origen,  the  Latin  spirit  held  the  upper  hand,  and 
his  activity  seems  to  have  been  limited. 
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phenomenon  as  that  which  Augustine  offers  us  was  possible.1 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  Augustine  continues  the  Western  line 
represented  by  Tertullian,  Cyprian,  Ambrosiaster,  Optatus, 
Pacian,  Prudentius,  and  also  by  Ambrose.  Extremely  char 
acteristic  is  his  relation  to  the  Stoic  Christian  popular  philo 
sophy  of  Western  teachers.  We  shall  see  that  he  retained  a 
remnant  of  it.  But  his  importance  in  the  history  of  the  Church, 
and  of  dogma,  consisted  essentially  in  the  fact  that  he  gave  to 
the  West,  in  place  of  Stoic  Christian  popular  morality  as  that  was 
comprised  in  Pelagianism,  a  religious  and  specifically  Christian 
ethic,  and  that  he  impressed  this  so  strongly  on  the  Church  that  its 
formulas  at  least  maintain  their  supremacy  up  to  the  present  day 
in  the  whole  of  Western  Christendom.  In  getting  rid,  however, 
of  Stoic  morals,  he  also  thrust  aside  its  curious  complement,  the 
realistic  eschatology  in  which  the  ancient  Latin  Christians  had 
given  specific  expression  to  their  Christian  faith. 

Ambrose  was  sovereign  among  Western  Bishops,  and  at  the 
same  time  the  Greek  trained  exegete  and  theologian.  In  both 
qualities  he  acted  on  Augustine,  who  looked  up  to  him  as 
Luther  did  to  Staupitz.2  He  comes  first  to  be  considered  here 

1  We  may  disregard  Jerome  ;  he  had  no  importance  for  Augustine,  or  if  he  had 
any,  it  was  only  in  confirming  the  latter  in  his  conservative  attitude.     This,  indeed, 
does  not  refer  to  Jerome's    learning,  which  to  Augustine  was  always   something 
uncanny  and  even  suspicious.     Jerome's  erudition,  acquired  from  the  Greeks,  and 
increased  with  some  genius  for  learned  investigations,  became  a  great  storehouse  of 
the  mediaeval  Church ;  yet  Jerome  did  not  mould  the  popular  dogmatics  of  the  Church, 
but  confirmed  them,   and  as  a  rhetorician  made  them  eloquent,  while  his  ascetic 
writings  implanted  monachism,  and  held  out  to  it  ideals  which  were  in  part  extremely 
questionable.     At  the  first  glance  it  is  a  paradoxical  fact  that  Jerome  is  rightly  re 
garded  as  the  doctor  ecclesia  Romance  Ka.re^ox'nv,  and  that  we  can  yet  pass  him  over 
in  a  history  of  dogma.     The  explanation  of  the  paradox  is  that  after  he  threw  off  the 
influence  of  Origen,  he  was  exclusively  the  speaker  and  advocate  of  vulgar  Catholic 
ism,  and  that  he  possessed  a  just  instinct  for  the  "  ecclesiastical  mean  "  in  contro. 
versies  which  were  only  to  reveal  their  whole  significance  after  his  time  (see  the 
Semipelagian  question  and  his  relation  to  Augustinianism.)     If  that  is  a  compliment 
to  him,  it  is  none  to  his  Church.     After  Augustine's  time  influences  from  the  East 
were  very  scanty  ;  yet  we  have  to  recall  Junilius  and  Cassiodorus. 

2  See  Augustine's  testimony  as  to  Ambrose  in  the  Ballerinis'  ed.  of  the  latter's  works. 
Contra  Jul.  I.  4,  10 :  "Audi  excellentem  dei  dispensatorem,  quern  veneror  ut  pat- 
rem  ;  in  Christo  Jesu  enim  per  evangelium  me  genuit  et  eo  Christi  ministro  lavacrum 
regeneraiionis  accepi.     Beatum  loquor  Ambrosium  cujus  pro  Catholica  fide  gratiam, 
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in  the  latter  respect.  His  education,  his  Episcopal  chair  in 
Milan,  the  Arian  and  Apollinarian  conflict  into  which  he  had  to 
enter,  directed  him  to  Greek  theological  literature.  Philo,  Hip- 
polytus,  Origen,  and  Basil  were  industriously  read  by  him  ;  he 
made  extracts  from  them,  and  edited  them  in  Latin.1  He  was 
united  with  Basil,  not  only  by  similiarity  of  situation,  but  above 
all  by  agreement  in  character  and  attitude.  Basil  was  his  real 
teacher  in  doctrine,  and  while  the  former  was  met  with  distrust 
in  Alexandria  and  Rome,  Ambrose  highly  honoured  him,  and 
fully  recognised  his  orthodoxy.  The  importance  of  this  attitude 
of  the  Milanese  Bishop  for  the  closing  of  the  Arian  controversy, 
and  for  the  reconciliation  of  Roman  and  Alexandrian  orthodoxy 
with  that  of  the  Cappadocians,  has  been  described  in  an  earlier 
volume.2  It  has  indeed  been  recently  shown,  beyond  dispute, 
that,  in  spite  of  his  dependence  on  the  Greeks,  Ambrose  pre 
served  and  further  developed  the  Western  system  in  his 
Christology.3  Tertullian,  Novatian — directly  or  indirectly — and 
Hilary  influenced  him.  But  on  the  other  hand  there  is  no 
mistake  that  he  emphasised  more  strongly  than  Augustine  the 
fundamental  position  of  the  Nicene  decision,4  and  that  he  was 
confirmed  in  his  doctrine  of  the  Two  Substances  by  the  Cappa 
docians,  who  had  been  involuntarily  led  to  something  approach 
ing  it  in  their  fight  against  Apollinaris.  Further,  he  treats  the 
Logos  in  Jesus  Christ  so  much  as  the  subject,  the  human 
substance  so  much  as  form  and  matter,  that  here  again  Greek 

constantiam,  labores,  pericula  sive  operibus  sive  sermonibus  et  ipse  sum  expertus  et 
mecum  non  dubitat  orbis  prsedicare  Romanus."  Op.  imperf.  c.  Julian.  I.,  2 :  "Quern 
vero  judicem  poteris  Ambrosio  reperire  meliorem?  De  quo  magister  tuus  Pelagins 
ait,  quod  ejus  fidem  et  purissimum  in  scripturis  sensum  ne  inimicus  quidem  ausus  est 
reprehendere."  Pelagius"  own  words  in  De  gratia  Christi  et  lib.  arb.  43  (47): 
"  Beatus  Ambrosius  episcopus,  in  cujus  prrecipue  libris  Romano,  elucet  fides,  qui 
scriptorum  inter  Latinos  flos  quidam  speciosus  enituit,  cujus  fidem  et  purissimum  in 
scripturis  sensum  ne  inimicils  quidem  ausus  est  reprehendere"  (see  c.  Jul.  I.,  30).  The 
fame  of  Ambrose  is  also  proclaimed  by  Rufinus,  who  defends  him  against  Jerome, 
"who,  as  an  envious  Augur,  censured  Ambrose's  plagiarisms  from  the  Greeks,  while 
he  himself  was  much  more  culpable  since  he  always  posed  as  original," 

1  See  detailed  references  in  Forster,  Ambrosius,  p.  99  ff. 

2  See  Vol.  IV.,  p.  93. 

3  See  Reuter,  August.  Studien,  pp.  207-227. 

*  See  Ambrose  de  fid.  I.  prol  et  al.  loc.  in  Reuter,  I.e.  p.   185;  on  Augustine's 
neutral  position,  id.  p.  185  f. 
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influence — as  in  Hilary,  who  was  similarly  dependent  on  the 
Greeks — cannot  be  overlooked  ;  for  his  own  conception  of  the 
work  of  Christ  conflicts  with  this  stunted  view  of  his  human 
nature.  But  the  most  important  influence  of  the  East  upon 
Ambrose  does  not  lie  in  the  special  domain  of  dogmatics.  It 
consists  in  the  reception  of  the  allegorical  method  of  exegesis, 
and  of  many  separate  schemes  and  doctrines.  It  is  true 
Ambrose  had  his  own  reservations  in  dealing  with  Plato  and 
Origen  ;  he  did  not  adopt  the  consequences  of  Origen's 
theology ; x  he  was  much  too  hasty  and  superficial  in  the  sphere 
of  speculative  reflection  to  appropriate  from  the  Greeks  more  than 
fragments.  But  he,  as  well  as  the  heavier  but  more  thorough 
Hilary,  raised  the  West  above  the  "meagreness"  of  a  pedanti 
cally  literal,  and,  in  its  practical  application,  wholly  planless 
exegesis ;  and  they  transmitted  to  their  countrymen  a  profusion 
of  ideas  attached  to  the  text  of  Holy  Scripture.  Rufinus  and, 
in  his  first  period,  Jerome  also  completed  the  work.  Manichae- 
ism  would  hardly  have  been  overcome  in  the  West  unless  it  had 
been  confronted  by  the  theosophic  exegesis,  the  "  Biblical 
alchemy  "  of  the  Greeks,  and  the  great  theme  of  virginity  was 
praised  with  new  tongues  after  Western  Christians  heard  of  the 
union  of  the  soul  with  its  bridegroom,  Christ,  as  taught  by  Origen 
in  his  commentary  on  the  Song  of  Songs.2  The  unity,  so  far  as 
at  all  attainable,  of  ecclesiastical  feeling  in  East  and  West,  was 
restored  in  the  loftiest  regions  of  theology  about  A.D.  390.  But 
the  fight  against  Origen,  which  soon  broke  out  with  embittered 
hatred,  had,  among  other  sad  consequences,  the  immediate 
result  that  the  West  refused  to  learn  anything  further  from  the 

i  Not  a  few  passages  might  here  be  quoted  from  Ambrose's  works.  He  rejects 
questionable  principles  held  by  Origen  with  tact  and  without  judging  him  a  heretic, 
always  himself  holding  to  the  common  Christian  element.  In  a  few  important 
questions,  the  influence  of  Origen — Plato — is  unmistakable ;  as  in  the  doctrine  of 
souls  and  the  conception  of  hell.  Greek  influence  appears  to  me  to  be  strongest  in 
the  doctrine  of  the  relative  necessity  and  expediency  of  evil  ("amplius  nobisprofuit 
culpa  quam  nocuit").  Therefore,  I  cannot  see  in  this  doctrine  a  bold  theory  of  evil 
peculiar  to  Ambrose,  like  Deutsch  (Des  Ambrosius  Lehre  von  der  Siinde,  etc.,  1867, 
p.  8)  and  Forster  (I.e.  pp.  136,  142,  300).  The  Ideological  view  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  fuller  restoration  is  alone  new  perhaps. 

3  Ambrose,  De  Isaac  et  anima. 
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great  theologian.     The  West  never  attained  a  strict  system  in 
the  science  of  allegorical  exegesis. 

The  sacred  histories  of  the  Old  Testament  were  also  trans 
formed  into  spiritual  narratives  for  the  West  by  Hilary,1  Am 
brose,  Jerome,  and  Rufinus.2  In  this  transformation  Western 
Christians  obtained  a  multitude  of  separate  mystical  Neoplatonic 
conceptions,  though  they  failed  to  obtain  any  insight  into  the 
system  as  a  whole.  Another  Western,  the  rhetorician  Victori- 
nus,  that  "aged  man,  most  learned  and  skilled  in  the  liberal 
sciences,  who  had  read  and  weighed  so  many  works  of  the  philo 
sophers  ;  the  instructor  of  so  many  noble  Senators,  who  also,  as  a 
monument  of  his  excellent  dischargeof  his  office,had  deserved  and 
obtained  a  statue  in  the  Roman  Forum,"  had  initiated  his  fel 
low-countrymen  into  Neoplatonism  by  translations  and  original 
works.3  That  happened  before  he  became  a  Christian.  Having 
gone  over  to  Christianity  at  an  advanced  age,  and  become  a  pro 
lific  ecclesiastical  writer,  he  by  no  means  abandoned  Neopla 
tonism.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  Augustine  made  him  his  model 
in  the  crucial  period  of  his  life,  and  although  he  understood 
enough  Greek  to  read  Neoplatonic  writings,  yet  it  was  substan 
tially  by  Victorinus  that  he  was  initiated  into  them.  Above  all, 
he  here  learned  how  to  unite  Neoplatonic  speculation  with  the 
Christianity  of  the  Church,  and  to  oppose  Manichaeism  from 
this  as  his  starting-point.  We  do  not  require  to  describe  in 
detail  what  the  above  combination  and  polemic  meant  to  him. 
When  Neoplatonism  became  a  decisive  element  in  Augustine's 
religious  and  philosophical  mode  of  thought,  it  did  so  also  for 
the  whole  of  the  West.  The  religious  philosophy  of  the  Greeks 
was  incorporated  in  the  spiritual  assets  of  the  West,  along  with 


1  On  Hilary's  exile  in  the  East,  epoch-making  as  it  was  for  the  history  of  theology, 
and  his  relation  to  Origen,  see  Reinken's  Hilarius,  p.  128,  270,  281  ff.  Augustine 
held  him  in  high  honour. 

"  In  the  interpretation  of  the  New  Testament,  Ambrose  kept  more  faithfully  to  the 
letter,  following  the  Western  tradition,  and  declining  the  gifts  of  the  Greeks.  He 
describes  Origen  (Ep.  75)  as  "  Longe  minor  in  novo  quam  in  veteri  testamento." 
But  Western  Christians  were  first  made  familiar  with  the  Old  Testament  by  the 
Greeks. 

3  Aug.  Confess.  VIII.,  2.     See  there  also  the  story  of  his  conversion. 


34  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA.  [CHAP.  II. 

its  ascetic  and  monachist  impulses.1  But,  unless  all  signs 
deceive,  Augustine  received  from  Victorinus  the  impulse  which 
led  him  to  assimilate  Paul's  type  of  religious  thought ;  for  it 
appears  from  the  works  of  the  aged  rhetorician  that  he  had 
appropriated  Paul's  characteristic  ideas,  and  Augustine  demon- 
strably  devoted  a  patient  study  to  the  Pauline  epistles  from  the 
moment  when  he  became  more  thoroughly  acquainted  with 
Neoplatonism.  Victorinus  wrote  very  obscurely,  and  'his  works 
found  but  a  slender  circulation.  But  this  is  not  the  only  case  in 
history  where  the  whole  importance  of  an  able  writer  was  merged 
in  the  service  he  rendered  to  a  greater  successor.  A  great, 
epoch-making  man  is  like  a  stream  :  the  smaller  brooks,  which 
have  had  their  origin  perhaps  further  off  in  the  country,  lose 
themselves  in  it,  having  fed  it,  but  without  changing  the  course 

1  If  we  disregard  the  fragments  which  reached  the  West  through  translations  of 
Origen's  works,  and  plagiarisms  from  the  Cappadocians,  Neoplatonism,  and  with  it 
Greek  speculation  in  general,  were  imparted  to  it  in  three  successive  forms  :— (i)  By 
Victorinus  and  Augustine,  and  by  Marius  Mercator  in  the  fourth  and  filth  centuries  ; 
(2)  by  Boethius  in  the  sixth  ;  (3)  by  the  importation  of  the  works  of  the  Pseudo- 
Areopagite  in  the  ninth  century.  Cassiodorus  praises  Boethius  (Var.  epp.  I,  45)  for 
having  given  the  Latins  by  translations  the  works  of  Pythagoras,  Ptolemy,  Nico- 
machus,  Euclid,  Plato  the  theologian,  Aristotle  the  logician,  Archimedes,  and  other 
Greeks.  It  seems  now  to  me  proven  (Usener,  Anecdoton  Holderi,  1877)  that 
Boethius  was  a  Christian,  and  that  he  also  wrote  the  frequently-suspected  writings  De 
sancta  trimitate,  Utrum  pater  et  films  et  spiritus  s.  de  divinitate  substantialiter  prse- 
dicentur,  Quomodo  substantise  in  eo  quod  sint  bonas  sint,  cum  non  sint  substantialia 
bona,  De  fide  Catholica  and  Contra  Eutychen  et  Nestorium.  But  he  has  influenced 
posterity,  not  by  his  Christian  writings,  but  by  his  treatise,  wholly  dependent  on 
Aristotle,  "  De  consolatione  philosophise."  which  for  that  very  reason  could  have  been 
written  by  a  heathen,  and  by  his  commentaries  on  Aristotle.  He  was  really,  along 
with  Aristotle,  the  knowledge  of  whom  was  imperfect  enough,  the  philosopher  of  the 
early  Middle  Ages.  On  the  system  of  Boethius,  see  Nitzsch's  monograph,  1860. 
Many  of  his  ideas  recall  Seneca  and  Proclus  ;  an  examination  of  his  relation  to  Vic 
torinus  would  be  desirable.  "  In  his  system  the  foundation  is  formed  by  Platonism, 
modified  by  certain  Aristotelian  thoughts  ;  besides  this  we  have  unmistakably  a  Stoic 
trait,  due  to  the  Roman  and  personal  character  of  the  philosopher  and  the  reading  of 
Roman  thinkers.  In  this  eclecticism  Christianity  occupies  as  good  as  no  position. 
For  that  reason  we  must  renounce  the  attempt  to  give  a  place  to  the  system  of 
Boethius  among  those  which  represent  or  aim  at  a  harmonising  or  fusion  of  Chris 
tianity  with  Platonism  (e.g.,  Synesius,  Pseudo-Dionysius) "  ;  compare  Nitzsch,  I.e. p. 
84  f.  The  fact  that  this  man,  who,  in  view  of  death,  consoled  himself  with  the  ideas 
of  heathen  philosophers,  wrote  treatises  on  the  central  dogma  of  the  Church,  affords 
us  the  best  means  of  observing  that  the  dogma  of  Christ  presented  a  side  on  which  it 
led  to  the  forgetting  of  Christ  himself. 
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of  its  current.  Not  only  Victorinus,1  but  ultimately  also  Am 
brose  himself,  Optatus,  Cyprian,  and  Tertullian  were  lost  to 
view  in  Augustine ;  but  they  made  him  the  proud  stream  in 

1  It  is  to  the  credit  of  Ch.  Gore  that  he  has  described,  in  his  article  "Victorinus" 
(Diet,  of  Christ.  Biog.  IV.,  pp.  1129-1138),  the  distinctive  character  of  the  theology 
of  Victorinus  and  its  importance  for  Augustine.      He  says  rightly  :   "  His  theology  is 
Neoplatonist  in  tone  ...  he  applied  many  principles  of  the  Plotinian  philosophy  to 
the  elucidation  of  the  Christian  mysteries.      His  importance  in  this  respect  has  been 
entirely  overlooked  in  the  history  of  theology.     He  preceded  the  Pseudo-Dionysius. 
He  anticipated  a  great  deal  that   appears  in   Scotus  Erigena."     In  fact,  when  we 
study  the  works  of  Victorinus  (Migne  T.  VIII.,  pp.  999-1310),  we  are  astonished  to 
find  in  him  a  perfect  Christian  Neoplatonist,  and  an  Augustine  before  Augustine.    The 
writings  "  Ad  Justinum  Manichoeum,"  and  "  De  generatione  verbi  divini,  and  the  great 
work  against  the  Arians,  read  like  compositions  by  Augustine,  only  the  Neoplatonic 
element  makes  a  much  more  natural  appearance  in  him  than  in  Augustine,  who  had 
to  make  an  effort  to  grasp  it.     If  we  substitute  the  word  "natura"for  "deus"  in 
the  speculation  of  Victorinus,  we  have  the  complete  system  of  Scotus  Erigena.     But 
even  this  exchange  is  unnecessary  ;  for  in  Victorinus  the  terminology  of  the  Church 
only  rests  like  a  thin  covering  on  the  Neoplatonic  doctrine  of  identity.     God  in 
himself  is  "  motus  " — not  mutatio  :   "  moveri  ipsum  quo  est  esse";  but  without  the 
Son  he  is  conceived  as  6  w  &v  (speculation  on  the  four-fold  sense  of  the  ny  flvai  as 
in  the  later  mystics).     The  Son  is  6  wv.     It  appears  clearly  in  the  speculation  on  the 
relation  of  Father  and  Son,  that  consequent — pantheistic — Neoplatonism  is  favourable 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  Homoousia.     Because  the  Deity  is  movere,  the  Father  finds 
himself  in  a  "  semper  generans  generatio."     So  the  Son  proceeds  from  him,  "re  non 
tempore  posterior."     The  Son  is  the  "  potentia  actuosa  ";  while  the  P'ather  begets 
him,  "ipse  se  ipsum  conterminavit."     The  Son  is  accordingly  the  eternal  object  of 
the  divine  will  and  the  divine  self-knowledge ;  he  is  the  form  and  limitation  of  God, 
very  essence  of  the  Father;    the  Father  in  perceiving   the   Son   perceives   himself 
("alteritas   nata").     "In   isto  sine  intellectu  temporis,  tempore  ...  est  alteritas 
nata,  cito  in  identitatem   revenit ; "   therefore  the  most  perfect  unity  and  absolute 
consubstantiality,  although  the  Son  is  subordinate.     Victorinus  first  designated  the 
Spirit  as  the  copula  of  the  Deity  (see  Augustine) ;  it  is  he  who  completes  the  perfect 
circle  of  the  Deity  ;  "omnes  in  alternis  exsistentes  et  semper  simul  o/noovcnot  divina 
affectione,    secundum    actionem    (tantummodo)    subsistentiam    propriam    habentes." 
This  is  elaborated  in  speculations  which  form  the  themes  of  Augustine's  great  work 
"  De  trinitate."     The  number  three  is  in  the  end  only  apparent ;  "  ante  unum  quod 
est  in  numero,  plane  simplex."     "  Ipse  quod  est  esse,  subsistit  tripliciter."     While 
anyone  who   is  at   all  sharp-sighted    sees    clearly  from   this   that   the    "Son"  as 
"  potentia  actuosa  "  is  the  world-idea,  that  is  perfectly  evident  in  what  follows.     All 
things  are  potentially  in  God,  actually  in  the  Son  ;  for  "  filius  festinat  in  actionem." 
The  world  is  distinguished  from  God,  as  the  many  from  the  one,  i.e.,  the  world  is 
God  unfolding  himself  and  returning  to  unity  sub  specie  (etcrnitatis.     That  which  is 
alien  and  God-resisting  in  the  world  is  simply  not-being,  matter.     This   is   all  as 
given  by  Proclus,  and  therefore,  while  the  word    "creare"   is   indeed  retained,  is 
transformed,  in  fact,  into  an  emanation.     The  distinction  between  deus  ipse  and  qua 
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whose  waters  the  banks  are  mirrored,  on  whose  bosom  the  ships 
sail,  and  which  fertilises  and  passes  through  a  whole  region  of 
the  world. 


a  deo  is  preserved  ;  but,  in  reality,  the  world  is  looked  at  under  the  point  of  view  of 
the  Deity  developing  himself.  Ad  Justinum  4  :  "  Aliter  quidem  quod  ipse  est,  aliter 
quae  ah  ipso.  Quod  ipse  est  unum  est  totumque  est  quidquid  ipse  est  ;  quod  vero  ab 
ipso  est,  innumerum  est.  Et  haec  sunt  quibus  refletur  orhne  quod  uno  toto  clauditur 
et  ambitur.  Verum  quod  varia  sunt  quse  ab  ipso  sunt,  qui  a  se  est  et  unum  est,  variis 
cum  convenit  dominaie.  Et  ut  omnipotens  apparet,  contrariorum  etiam  origo  ipse 
debuit  inveniri."  But  it  is  said  of  these  "varia,"  that  "  insubstantiata  sunt  omnia 
6vra  in  Jesu,  hoc  est,  ev  r$  \tryq.  He  is  the  unity  of  nature,  accordingly  elementum, 
receptaculum,  habitaculum,  habitator,  locus  naturse.  He  is  the  "unum  totum  "  in 
which  the  universum  presents  itself  as  a  unity.  And  now  follows  the  process  of 
emanation  designated  as  "creation,"  in  whose  description  are  employed  the  Christian 
and  Neoplatonic  stages  :  deus,  Jesus,  spiritus,  vovs,  anima  (as  world-soul)  angeli  et 
deinde  corporalia  omnia  subministrata."  Redemption  through  Christ,  and  the  return 
ad  deum  of  all  essences,  in  so  far  as  they  are  a  dto,  is  Neoplatonically  conceived,  as 
also  we  have  then  the  doctrine  of  the  pre-existence  of  souls  and  their  pre-temporal 
fall.  The  Incarnation  is  admitted,  but  spiritualised,  inasmuch  as  side  by  side  with 
the  conception  of  the  assumption  of  a  human  form,  which  occurs  once,  the  other 
prevails  that  Christ  appears  as  burdened  with  humanity  in  its  totality  ;  "  universalis 
caro,  universalis  anima;  in  isto  omnia  universalia  erant"  (Adv.  Arian.  III.,  3). 
"  Quia  corpus  ille  catholicum  ad  omnem  hominem  habuit,  omne  quod  passus  est 
catholicum  fecit;  id  est  ut  omnis  caro  in  ipso  crucifixa  sit"  (Ad  Philipp,  pp.  1196- 
122 1  ;  Adv.  Arian.  III.,  3).  But  the  most  interesting  features,  because  the  most 
important  for  Augustine  are  (l),  that  Victorinus  gives  strong  expression  to  the 
doctrine  of  Predestination — only  he  feels  compelled  in  opposition  to  Manichseism  to 
maintain  the  freedom  of  the  will ;  and  (2),  that,  especially  in  his  commentaries,  he 
places  the  highest  value  on  Justification  by  faith  alone  in  opposition  to  all  moralism. 
Neoplatonism  had  won  his  assent,  or  had  prepared  him  in  some  measure  to  assent,  to 
both  these  doctrines ;  we  know,  indeed,  from  other  sources,  that  heathen  Neo- 
platonists  felt  attracted  to  John  and  Paul,  but  not  to  the  Synoptics  or  James.  Thus 
Victorinus  writes :  "  non  omnia  restaurantur  sed  quse  in  Christo  sunt"  (p.  1245), 
"  quse  salvari  possent "  (p.  1274),  "universes  sed  qui  sequerentur"  (p.  1221).  In  a 
mystical  way  Christ  is  believing  humanity  (the  Church),  and  believing  humanity  is 
humanity  in  general.  Everything  undergoes  a  strictly  necessary  development ;  there 
fore  Victorinus  was  a  predestinationist.  The  passages  in  which  Victorinus  expresses 
himself  in  a  strictly  Pauline,  and,  so  to  speak,  Antipelagian  sense,  are  collected  by 
Gore,  p.  1137;  see  Ad  Gal.  3,  22;  Ad  Philipp,  3,  9;  "'non  meani  justitiam ' 
tune  enim  mea  est  vel  nostra,  cum  moribus  nostris  justitiam  dei  mereri  nos  putamus 
perfectam  per  mores.  At  non,  inquit,  hanc  habens  justitiam,  sed  quam?  Illam  ex 
fide.  Non  illam  quse  ex  lege  ;  vae  in  operibus  est  et  carnali  disciplina,  sed  hanc  quae 
ex  deo  procedit  '  justitia  ex  fide  ; '  "  Ad  Phil.  4,  9  ;  Ad  Ephes.  2,  5  :  "  non  nostri 
laboris  est,  quod  saepe  moneo,  ut  nos  salvemus  ;  sed  sola  fides  in  Christum  nobis 
salus  est  ...  nostrum  pene  jam  nihil  est  nisi  solum  credere  qui  superavit  omnia. 
Hoc  est  enim  plena  salvatio,  Christum  hsec  vicisse.  Fidem  in  Christo  habere, 
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For  not  only  the  work  of  those  Greek  Latins,  but  also  the 
line  of  representatives  of  genuine  Western  theology  and  ecclesi- 
asticism  ended  in  Augustine.1 

plenam  fidem,  nullus  labor  est,  nulla  clifficultas,  animi  tantum  voluntas  est  .  .  . 
justitia  non  tantum  valet  quantum  fides"  ;  Ad  Ephes.  I,  14  ;  3,  7  ;  Ad  Phil.  2,  13  : 
"  quia  ipsum  velle  a  deo  nobis  operatur,  fit  ut  ex  deo  et  operationem  et  voluntatem 
habeamus."  Victorinus  has  been  discussed  most  recently  by  Geiger  (Programme  von 
Metten,  1888,  1889),  and  Reinhold  Schmid  (Marius  Victorinus  Rhetor  u.  s.  Bez.  z. 
Augustin.  Kiel,  1895) — compare  also  the  dissertation  by  Koffmane,  De  Mario  Victor- 
ino,  philosopho  Christiano,  Breslau,  1880.  Geiger  has  thoroughly  expounded 
the  complete  Neoplatonic  system  of  Victorinus  ;  Schmid  seeks,  after  an  excellent 
statement  of  his  theological  views,  to  show  (p.  68  ff. ),  that  he  exerted  no,  or,  at  least, 
no  decisive  influence  on  Augustine.  I  cannot  see  that  this  proof  has  really  been 
successful ;  yet  I  admit  that  Schmid  has  brought  forward  weighty  arguments  in 
support  of  his  proposition.  The  name  of  Victorinus  is  not  the  important  point  for  the 
history  of  dogma,  but  the  indisputable  fact  that  the  combination  of  Neoplatonisrn 
and  highly  orthodox  Christianity  existed  in  the  West,  in  Rome,  before  Augustine, 
under  the  badge  of  Paulinisin.  Since  this  combination  was  hardly  of  frequent 
occurrence  in  the  fourth  century,  and  since  Augustine  gives  a  prominent  place  to 
Victorinus  in  his  Confessions,  it  will  remain  probable  that  he  was  influenced  by  him. 
The  facts  that  he  was  less  Neoplatonic  than  Victorine,  and  afterwards  even  opposed 
him,  do  not  weigh  against  the  above  contention.  But  it  is  positively  misleading  to 
argue  like  Schmid  (p.  68)  against  Augustine's  Neoplatonism  by  appealing  to  the  fact 
that  from  the  moment  of  his  rejection  of  Manichaeism  and  semi-scepticism,  he  was  a 
"  decided  Christian." 

1  Little  is  yet  known  regarding  the  history  of  ecclesiastical  penance  in  the  East ; 
but  I  believe  I  can  maintain  that  in  the  West  the  shock  was  less  violent  in  its  effect, 
which  all  official  Church  discipline  received  through  the  rapid  extension  of  Christianity 
after  Constantine.  Here  confidence  in  the  Church  was  greater,  the  union  of  "sancta 
ecclesia"  and  "  remissio  peccatorum  "  closer  ("credo  remissionem  peccatorum  per 
sanctam  ecclesiam  "  :  Symbol.  Carthag. ),  and  the  sense  of  sin  as  guilt,  which  was  to 
be  atoned  for  by  public  confession  and  satisfactio,  more  acute.  Whence  this  came, 
it  is  hard  to  say.  In  the  East  it  would  appear  that  greater  stress  was  laid  on  the 
operations  of  the  cultus  as  a  collective  iustitution,  and  on  the  other  hand  on  private 
self-education  through  prayer  and  asceticism  ;  while  in  the  West  the  feeling  was 
stronger  that  men  occupied  religious  legal  relationships,  in  which  they  were  responsible 
to  the  Church,  being  able,  however,  to  expect  from  the  Church  sacramental  and  inter 
cessory  aid  in  each  individual  case.  The  individual  and  the  Church  thus  stood  nearer 
each  other  in  the  West  than  in  the  East.  Therefore,  ecclesiastical  penance  asserted 
a  much  greater  importance  in  the  former  than  in  the  latter.  We  can  study  this 
significance  in  the  works  of  the  Africans  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  Ambrose  on  the 
other.  They  have  little  else  in  common,  but  they  agree  in  their  view  of  penance 
(Ambrose,  De  paenitentia).  The  practice  of  penance  now  acquired  an  increasing 
influence  in  the  West  on  all  conditions  of  the  ecclesiastical  constitution  and  of 
theology,  so  that  we  can  ultimately  construct  from  this  starting-point  the  whole  of 
Western  Catholicism  in  the  Middle  Ages  and  modern  times,  and  can  trace  the  subtle 
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Augustine  studied,  above  all,  very  thoroughly,  and  made  him 
self  familiar  with  Cyprian's  work.  Cyprian  was  to  him  the 
"saintly,"  the  Church  Father,  /car'  egoxw,  and  his  view  of 
heresy  and  the  unity  of  the  Church  was  dependent  on  Cyprian. 
But  standing  as  a  Bishop,  unassailed,  on  the  foundation  which 
Cyprian  had  created,  Augustine  did  not  find  it  necessary  to 
state  Episcopalianism  so  uncompromisingly  as  the  former, 
and  being  occupied  with  putting  an  end  to  a  schism  which  was 
different  from  the  Novatian,  he  learned  to  take  a  different  view 
of  the  nature  of  schisms  from  the  Bishop  whom  he  venerated  as 
a  hero.1  Cursory  remarks  show,  besides,  that  Augustine  had 
made  himself  familiar  with  the  literature  of  the  Novatian  con 
troversy,  and  had  learned  from  it  for  his  notion  of  the  Church. 
Some  works  quoted  by  him  we  no  longer  possess — e.g.,  that  of 
Reticius  against  the  Novatians.2  What  has  been  preserved  to 
us  of  this  literature,3  proves  that  the  Western  Church  was  con 
tinually  impelled,  by  its  opposition  to  the  Novatians  in  the 
course  of  the  fourth  century,  to  reflect  on  the  nature  of  the 
Church.4 

But  even  when  he  entered  into  the  Donatist  controversy, 
Augustine  did  so  as  a  man  of  the  second  or  indeed  of  the  third 
generation,  and  he  therefore  enjoyed  the  great  advantage  of 

workings  of  the  theory  of  penance  to  the  most  remote  dogmas.  But  Augustine  once 
more  marks  the  decisive  impetus  in  this  development.  With  him  began  the  process 
by  which  what  had  long  existed  in  the  Church  was  elevated  into  theory.  He  indeed 
created  few  formulas,  and  has  not  even  once  spoken  of  a  sacrament  of  penance  ;  but, 
on  the  one  hand,  he  has  clearly  enough  expressed  the  thing  itself,  and,  on  the  other, 
where  he  has  not  yet  drawn  the  theoretical  consequences  of  the  practice  of  penance, 
he  has  left  such  striking  gaps  (see  his  Christology)  that  they  were  filled  up  by  unosten 
tatious  efforts,  as  if  inevitably,  in  after  times. 

1  See  Reuter,  August.  Studien,  pp.  232  ff.,  355. 

2  Lib  I.  c.  Julian.  3  Op.  imperf.  c.  Jul  I.,  55  ;  Jerome  de  vir.  inl.,  82. 

*  Pseudo-Cyprian  =  Sixtus  II.  ad  Novatianum,  Ambrosiaster  in  the  Qusest.  ex  Vet. 
et  Novo  Testam.  [the  inserted  tractate  against  Novatian]  Pacianus  c.  Novat. 

4  From  Pacian's  Ep.  I.  ad  Sempron.  comes  the  famous  sentence  :  "  Christianus 
mihi  nomen  est,  catholicus  cognomen."  In  the  tractate  of  Ambrosiaster  against 
Novatian,  the  objectivity  of  the  Divine  Word  and  of  baptism,  and  their  independence 
in  their  operation  of  the  moral  character  of  the  priest,  are  consistently  argued.  In 
some  of  the  sentences  we  imagine  that  we  are  listening  to  Augustine.  On  the  whole, 
there  is  not  a  little  in  Ambrosiaster's  commentary  and  questions  which  must  be 
described  as  leading  up  to  Augustine,  and  is  therewith  genuinely  Western. 
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having  at  his  disposal  a  fund  of  conceptions  and  ideas  already 
collected.  In  this  sphere  Optatus  had  especially  wrought 
before  him.1 

This  is  not  the  place  to  describe  the  rise  of  Donatism  ;  for 
the  dispute  did  not  originate  in  a  dogmatic  controversy.2  It 
arose  in  the  first  place  out  of  Caecilian's  action  against  the  ex 
aggerated  veneration  of  martyrs,  which  disturbed  the  order  and 
endangered  the  existence  of  the  Church.  Some  of  the  clergy 
who  did  not  desire  a  strong  episcopal  power  seem  to  have  made 
common  cause  with  the  discontented  and  refractory  enthusiasts, 
to  whom  Caecilian  had  been  obnoxious  even  when  Deacon.  In 
any  case,  a  point  of  principle  did  not  immediately  emerge  in 
the  controversy.  But  it  was  soon  introduced,  and  indeed  there 
is  no  doubt  that  Cyprian  was  played  off  against  himself.3  The 
Donatist  party,  which  was  at  the  same  time,  it  appears,  the 
African  national  party,  found  support  both  in  Cyprian's  con 
ception  that  the  Bishop  was  only  a  Bishop  if  he  possessed  a 
certain  Christian  and  moral  quality,  and  in  his  defence  of 
heretical  baptism.  The  opposition,  also  carrying  out  ideas 
taught  by  Cyprian,  gave  such  prominence  to  the  official  char 
acter  of  the  episcopate,  and  the  objective  efficacy  of  the  sacra 
ment,  that  the  personal  quality  of  the  official  or  dispenser 
became  indifferent.4  It  may  be  that  those  martyrs  and  relic- 

1Augadv.  Parmen.  I,  3:  "  Venerabilis  memoriae  Milevitanus  episcopus  catholicae 
communionis  Optatus.''  Fulgentius  ranks  Optatus  along  with  Ambrose  and 
Augustine. 

2  See  Deutsch,  Drei  Actenstiicke  z.  Gesch.  des  Donatismus,  1875,  p.  40  f.  Volter, 
Der  Ursprung  des  Donatismus,  1882  ;  Harnack,  Theol.  Lit-Zeit.,  1884,  No.  4;  on 
the  other  side,  Reuter  I.e.  234  ff.  whose  contradiction,  however,  partly  rests  on  a 
misunderstanding  of  my  view.  Seeck.  Zilschr.  fiir  K. -Gesch.  X.  4.  Duschesne  gives 
the  best  account,  Le  doissier  du  Donatisme,  1890. 

s  See  Vol.  II.,  p.  114  ff. 

4  Here  these  Africans  abandoned  the  position,  in  the  question  of  heretical  baptisms, 
taken  up  by  Cyprian;  see  the  8th  Canon  of  Aries  (A.D.  316)  :  "  De  Afris  quod 
propria  lege  sua  utuntur,  ut  rebaptizent,  placuit,  ut  si  ad  ecclesiam  aliquis  de  rueresi 
venerit,  interrogent  eum  symbolum  ;  et  si  perviderint  eum  in  patre  et  filio  et  spiritu 
sancto  esse  baptizatum,  manus  ei  tantum  imponatur  ut  accipiat  spiritum  sanctum. 
Quod  si  interrogatus  non  responderit  hanc  trinitatem,  baptizetur."  Can.  13;  "  De 
his,  qui  scripturas  s.  tradidisse  dicuntur  vel  vasa  dominica  vel  nomina  patrum  suorum, 
placuit  nobis,  ut  quicumque  eorum  ex  actis  publicis  fuerit  detectus,  non  verbis  nudis, 
ab  ordine  cleri  amoveatur.  Nam  si  iidem  aliquos  ordinasse  fuerint  deprehensi  et 


4O  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA.  [CHAP.  II. 

worshipping  enthusiasts  in  Carthage  were  inclined  from  the  first 
to  the  conception  once  held  by  Cyprian  against  Calixtus  and 
his  successors,  and  that  they  thus  required  a  standard  of  active, 
personal  holiness  for  bishops,  which  could  no  longer  be  sus 
tained  in  the  great  Church  and  during  the.  devastating  storms 
of  the  last  persecution.  But  this  cannot  be  proved.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  indisputable  that,  after  the  Synod  of  Aries, 
the  controversy  had  reached  a  point  where  it  must  be  regarded 
as  the  last  link  in  the  chain  of  the  great  phenomena  (Encratites 
Montanists,  adherents  of  Hippolytus  and  Novatians)  in  which 
Christendom  strove  against  the  secularisation  that  was  imposed 
upon  it  by  the  removal  of  the  attribute  of  holiness,  and  with  it 
of  the  truth  of  the  Church,  from  persons  to  institutions — the 
office  and  mysteries ; l  this  change  being  due  to  the  fact  that 

hi  quos  ordinaverunt  rationales  (able?  capable?)  subsistunt,  non  illis  obsit  ordinatio" 
(that  is  the  decisive  principle  ;  even  ordination  by  a  traditor  was  to  be  valid). 

1  Crises,  similar  to  that  of  the  Donatists,  al:-o  arose  elsewhere — as  in  Rome  and 
Alexandria — at  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century ;  but  our  information  regarding 
them  is  wholly  unsatisfactory ;  see  Lipsius,  Chronologic  der  romischen  Bischiife,  p. 
250  ff.,  where  the  epitaphs  by  Damasus  on  Marcellus  and  Eusebius  are  copied,  and 
rightly  compared  with  the  passage  in  the  Liber  prsedest.,  c.  16  on  Heracleon  (who  is 
really  Heraclius).  Ileraclius  appears  already  (A.D.  307-309)  to  have  exaggerated 
the  view  of  the  "objectivity"  and  power  of  the  sacraments  to  such  an  extent  as  o 
declare  all  sins  by  baptised  persons  to  be  "  venial,"  and  to  hold  a  severe  public  pen 
ance  to  be  unnecessary.  Therefore  it  was  said  of  him,  "  Christus  in  pace  negavit  " 
and  '•  vetuit  lapsos  peccata  dolere"  ;  more  precisely  in  Lib.  prseclest.  :  "  Baptizatum 
hominem  sive  justum  sive  peccatorem  loco  sancti  computari  docebat  nihilque  obesse 
baptizatis  peccata  memorabat,  dicens,  sicut  non  in  se  recipit  natura  ignis  gelu  ita 
baptizatus  non  in  se  recipit  peccatum.  Sicut  enim  ignis  resolvit  aspectu  suo  nives 
quantsecunque  juxta  sint,  sic  semel  baptizatus  non  recipit  pecca/orum  reaturn,  etiam 
quantavis  fuerint  operilms  ejus  peccata  permixta."  In  this  we  can  truly  study  the 
continuity  of  Western  Christianity  !  How  often  this  thought  has  cropped  up  on  into 
the  nineteenth  century,  and  that  precisely  among  evangelicals  !  It  marks  positively 
the  "  concealed  poison,"  which  it  is  hard  to  distinguish  from  the  wholesome  medicine 
of  evangelic  comfort.  But  it  is  very  noteworthy  that  this  phase  in  the  conception  of 
the  favoured  position  of  the  baptised  can  be  first  proved  as  existing  in  Rome.  De 
velopments  always  went  furthest  there,  as  the  measures  taken  by  Calixtus  also  show. 
Yet  this  one  was  rejected,  after  a  schism  had  broken  out  in  the  community,  and  that 
is  perfectly  intelligible  ;  for  apart  from  the  ruinous  frivolity  which  had  come  in  with 
the  above  view,  what  importance  could  the  priestly  class  retain  if  every  baptised 
person  might,  without  further  ceremony,  and  if  he  only  willed  it,  feel  and  assert  him 
self  to  be  a  member  of  the  congregation  even  after  the  gravest  sin  ?  It  is  not  very 
probable  that  Heraclius  developed  his  ecclesiastical  attitude  on  the  basis  of  the 
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otherwise  men  would  have  had  to  despair  of  the  Christian 
character  of  the  Church  as  Catholic.  The  Donatists  denied  the 
validity  of  any  ordination  conferred  by  a  traditor,  and  therefore 
also  of  sacraments  administered  by  a  bishop  who  had  been 
consecrated  by  a  traditor.  As  a  last  remnant  of  a  much  more 
earnest  conception,  a  minimum  of  personal  worthiness  was  required 
of  the  clergy  alone,  and  received  into  the  notion  of  the  Church 
itself:  it  was  no  longer  Christian  if  this  minimum  was  wanting, 
if  the  clergy — nothing  being  now  said  of  the  laity — were  not 
free  from  every  idolatrous  stain.  Compared  with  the  measure 
of  agreement  which  prevailed  between  Catholics  and  Donatists, 
the  separate  thesis  of  the  latter  looks  like  a  caprice,  and  certainly 
much  obstinacy,  personal  discontent,  and  insubordination  lurked 
behind  it.  But  we  may  not  overlook  the  question  of  principle 
any  more  here  than  in  the  case  of  Novatianism.  The  legend  of 
the  Sybilline  Books  is  constantly  repeating  itself  in  the  history 
of  spiritual  conflicts.  The  remnant  saved  from  the  flames 
stands  at  as  high  a  price  as  the  whole  collection.  And  what  a 
price  the  Church  has  paid  in  order  to  escape  the  exhortations  of 
separatists  !  The  Novatian  crisis — after  the  Decian  persecution 
— drew  from  it  the  sacrament  of  penance,  and  thereby  gave  the 
impulse  in  general  to  substitute  a  system  of  sacraments  for  the 
sacrament  that  blotted  out  sin.  (The  formal  establishment  of 
the  new  sacrament  had,  indeed,  still  to  be  waited  for  for  a  long 
time.)  The  Donatist  crisis — after  the  Diocletian  persecution — 
taught  the  Church  to  value  ordination  as  imparting  an  inalien 
able  title  (character  indelebilis)  and  to  form  a  stringent  view  of 
the  "  objectivity  "  of  the  sacraments  ;  or,  to  use  a  plainer  ex 
pression,  to  regard  the  Church  primarily  as  an  institution  whose 

Pauline  theory  of  baptism  and  of  the  faith  that  lays  hold  of  Christ.  If  we  were  to 
understand  the  matter  so,  he  would  have  been  a  Luther  before  Luther.  We  have 
probably  to  suppose  that  he  saw  in  baptism  the  magical  bestowal  of  a  stamp,  as  in 
the  conception  taken  of  certain  heathen  mysteries.  In  the  Meletian  schism  in  Egypt, 
the  difference  in  principles  as  to  the  renewed  reception  of  the  lapsed,  co-operated 
with  opposition  to  the  monarchial  position  of  the  Alexandrian  Bishop.  The  dispute, 
which  thus  recalls  the  Donatist  controversy,  soon  became  one  of  Church  politics, 
and  personal.  (Compare  Meletius  and  the  later  Donatists  ;  the  limitation  of  the 
whole  question  to  the  Bishops  is,  however,  peculiar  to  the  Donatists.)  See  Walch, 
Ketzerhistoiie,  Vol.  IV.,  and  Moller  in  Herzog's  R.-E.  IX.,  p.  534  ff. 
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holiness  and   truth  were  inalienable,  however  melancholy  the 
state  of  its  members. 

In  this  thought  Catholicism  was  first  complete.  By  it  is  ex 
plained  its  later  history  down  to  the  present  day,  in  so  far  as  it 
is  not  a  history  of  piety,  but  of  the  Church,  the  Hierarchy, 
sacramental  magic,  and  implicit  faith  (fides  implicita).  But 
only  in  the  West  did  the  thought  come  to  be  deliberately  .and 
definitely  expressed.  It  also  made  its  way  in  the  East,  be 
cause  it  was  inevitable ;  but  it  did  so,  as  it  were,  unconsciously. 
This  was  no  advantage  ;  for  the  very  fact  that  this  conception 
of  the  Church  was  definitely  thought  out  in  the  West,  led  over 
and  over  again  to  the  quest  for  safeguards,  or  a  form  which 
could  be  reconciled  with  living  faith,  and  the  requirements  of  a 
holy  life.  Even  Augustine,  who  stated  it  definitely  and  fully, 
aimed  at  reconciling  the  Christian  conscience  with  it.  But  he 
was  not  the  first  to  declare  it  ;  he  rather  received  it  from 
tradition.  The  first  representative  of  the  new  conception  known 
to  us,  and  Augustine  also  knew  him,  was  Optatus. 

The  work  of  Optatus,  "  De  schismate  Donatistarum,"  was 
written  in  the  interests  of  peace,  and  therefore  in  as  friendly  and 
conciliatory  a  tone  as  possible.  This  did  not,  indeed,  prevent 
violent  attacks  in  detail,  and  especially  extremely  insulting 
allegorical  interpretations  of  texts  from  Scripture.  But  the 
author  every  now  and  then  recalls  the  fact  that  his  opponents 
are  after  all  Christian  brethren  (IV.,  I.,  2),  who  have  disdainfully 
seceded  from  the  Church,  and  only  decline  to  recognise  what  is 
gladly  offered  them,  Church  fellowship.  At  the  very  beginning 
of  his  book,  which,  for  the  rest,  is  badly  arranged,  because  it  is 
a  reply  point  by  point  to  a  writing  by  the  Donatist,  Parmenian, 
Optatus  (I.,  10  sq.) — differing  from  Cyprian — indicates  the 
distinction  in  principle  between  heretics  and  schismatics,  and  he 
adheres  firmly  to  the  distinction — already  drawn  by  Irenaeus — 
to  the  end  of  his  statement.1  Heretics  are  "  deserters  from  or 
falsifiers  of  the  Symbol  "  (I.,  10,  12  ;  II.,  8),  and  accordingly  are 
not  Christians  ;  the  Donatists  are  seditious  Christians.  Since 
the  definition  holds  (I.,  11)  that  "  a  simple  and  true  understand- 

1  Parmenian  denied  this  distinction. 
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ing  in  the  law  (scil.  the  two  testaments),  the  unique  and  most 
true  sacrament,  and  unity  of  minds  constitute  the  Catholic 
(scil.  Church),"  x  the  Donatists  only  want  the  last  point  to  be 
genuinely  Catholic  Christians.  The  heretics  have  "  various  and 
false  baptisms,"  no  legitimate  office  of  the  keys,  no  true  divine 
service  ;  "  but  these  things  cannot  be  denied  to  you  schismatics,2 
although  you  be  not  in  the  Catholic  Church,  because  you  have 
received  along  with  us  true  and  common  sacraments"  (I.,  12). 
He  says  afterwards  (III.,  9)  :  "You  and  we  have  a  common 
ground  in  the  Church  (ecclesiastica  una  conversatio),  and  if  the 
minds  of  men  contend,  the  sacraments  do  not."  Finally,  we 
also  can  say  :  "  We  equally  believe,  and  have  been  stamped 
with  one  seal,  nor  did  we  receive  a  different  baptism  from  you  ; 
nor  a  different  ordination.  We  read  equally  the  Divine  Testa 
ment  ;  we  pray  to  one  God.  Among  you  and  us  the  prayer  of 
our  Lord  is  the  same,  but  a  rent  having  been  made,  with  the 
parts  hanging  on  this  side  and  on  that,  it  was  necessary  that  it 
should  be  joined."  And  (III.,  10)  he  remarks  very  spiritually, 
founding  on  a  passage  in  Ezechiel :  "  You  build  not  a  protect 
ing  house,  like  the  Catholic  Church,  but  only  a  wall  ;  the 
partition  supports  no  corner-stone  ;  it  has  a  needless  door,  nor 
does  it  guard  what  is  enclosed  ;  it  is  swept  by  the  rain,  de 
stroyed  by  tempests,  and  is  unable  to  keep  out  the  robber.  It 
is  a  house  wall,  but  not  a  home.  And  your  part  is  a  quasi 
ecclesia,  but  not  Catholic."  V.,  I  :  "  That  is  for  both  which  is 
common  to  you  and  us  :  tJierefore  it  belongs  also  to  you,  because 
you  proceed  from  us  ;  "  that  is  the  famous  principle  which  is  still 
valid  in  the  present  day  in  the  Catholic  Church.  "  Finally,  both 
you  and  we  have  one  ecclesiastical  language,  common  lessons, 
the  same  faith,  the  very  sacraments  of  the  faith,  the  same 

1  "  Catholicam  (scil.  ecclesiam)  facit  simplex  et  verus  intellectus  in  lege  (scil.  duohus 
testamentis)  singulare  ac  verissimum  sacramentum  et  unitas  animorum." 

2  Cyprian  would  never  have  admitted  that.     He  accused  the  Novatians  (Ep.  68)  of 
infringing  the  Symbol  like  other  heretics,  by  depriving  the  "  remissio  peccatorum  "  of 
its  full  authority  ;  and  he  commanded  all  who  had  not  been  baptised  in  the  Catholic 
Church  to  be  re-baptised.     Cyprian  had  on  his  side  the  logical  consequence  of  the 
Catholic  dogma  of  the  Church  ;  but  since  this  consequence  was  hurtful  to  the  expan 
sion  of  the  Church,  and  the  development  of  its  power,  it  was  rejected  with  a  correct 
instinct  in  Rome  (see  Ambrosiaster),  and  afterwards  in  Africa. 
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mysteries."  Undoubtedly  Optatus  also  held  ultimately  that 
those  things  possessed  by  the  schismatics  were  in  the  end  fruit 
less,  because  their  offence  was  especially  aggravated.  They 
merely  constituted  a  "  quasi  ecclesia."  For  the  first  mark  of 
the  one,  true,  and  holy  Church  was  not  the  holiness  of  the 
persons  composing  it ;  but  exclusively  the  possession  of  the 
sacraments.  II.,  i  :  "  It  is  the  one  Church  whose  sanctity  i$  de 
rived  from  the  sacraments,  and  not  estimated  from  the  pride  of 
persons.  This  cannot  apply  to  all  heretics  and  schismatics  ;  it 
remains  that  it  is  (found)  in  one  place."  The  second  mark  con 
sists  in  territorial  Catholicity  according  to  the  promise :  "  I  will 
give  the  heathen  for  an  inheritance,  and  the  ends  of  the  world 
for  a  possession."  II.,  i  :  "To  whom,  then,  does  the  name  of 
Catholic  belong,  since  it  is  called  Catholic  because  it  is  reason 
able  and  diffused  everywhere  ?  "  x 

Optatus  did  not  succeed  in  clearly  describing  the  first  mark  in 
its  negative  and  exclusive  meaning ;  we  could  indeed  easily 
charge  him  with  contradicting  himself  on  this  point.  The 
second  was  all  the  more  important  in  his  eyes,2  since  the  Dona- 
tists  had  only  taken  hold  in  Africa  and,  by  means  of  a  few 
emigrants,  in  Rome.  In  both  signs  he  prepared  the  way  for 
Augustine's  doctrine  of  the  Church  and  the  sacraments,  in  which 
Optatus'  thought  was,  of  course,  spiritualised.  Optatus  has 
himself  shown,  in  the  case  of  Baptism  (V.,  i-S),  what  he  meant 
by  the  "sanctity  of  the  sacraments."  In  Baptism  there  were 

1  Compare  I.e.  :  "  Ecclesiam  tu,  frater  Parmeniane,   apud  vos  solos   esse  dixisti  ; 
nisi  forte  quia  vobis  specialem  sanctitatetH  de  superbia  vindicare  contenditis,  ut,  ubt 
vultis,  ibi  sit  ecclesia,  et  non  sit,  ubi  non  vultis.     Ergo  ut  in  particula  Africre,  in  an- 
gulo  parvae  regionis,  apud  vos  esse  possit,  apud  nos  in  alia  parte  Africre  non  erit?" 

2  In  connection  with  the  territorial  catholicity  of  the  Church,  Optatus  always  treats 
the  assertion  of  its  unity.     Here  he  is  dependent  on  Cyprian  ;  see  besides  the  details 
in  Book  2  those  in  Book  7  :  "Ex  persona  beatissimi  Petri  forma  unitatis    retinendos 
vel  faciendae  descripta  recitatur;"  ch.   3:    "  Malum  est  contra  inlerdictum  aliquid 
facere ;    sed  pejus  est,  unita'em  non  habere,  cum  possis  ..."     "  Bono  ttnitatis 
sepelienda  esse  peccata  hinc  intellegi  datur,  quod  b.  Paulus  apostolus  dicat,  caritatem 
posse  obstruere  multitudinem  peccatorum  "  (here,  accordingly,  is  the  identification  of 
unitas  and  caritas).  .  .  .      "  Hoec  omnia  Paulus  viderat  in  apostolis  ceteris,  qui  bono 
unitas  per  caritatem  noluerunt  a  communione  Petri  recedere,  ejus  sell,  qui  negaverat 
Christum.       Quod   si   major   esset   amor   innocentiae   quam   utilitas    pacis   unitatis, 
dicerent  se  non  debere  communicare  Petro,  qui  negaverat  magistrum."     That  is  still 
a  dangerous  fundamental  thought  of  Catholicism  at  the  present  day. 
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three  essentials  :  the  acting  Holy  Trinity  ("confertur  a  trinitate"), 
the  believer  ("  fides  credentis  "),  and  the  administrator.  These 
three  were  not,  however,  equally  important  ;  the  two  first  rather 
belonged  alone  to  the  dogmatic  notion  of  Baptism  ("  for  I  see 
that  two  are  necessary,  and  one  as  if  necessary  [quasi  neces- 
sariam] l "),  for  the  baptisers  are  not  "  lords "  (domini),  but 
"  agents  or  ministers  of  baptism  "  (operarii  vel  ministri  baptismi). 
(Ambrosiaster  calls  them  advocates  who  plead,  but  have  nothing 
to  say  at  the  end  when  sentence  is  passed.)  They  are  only 
ministering  and  changing  organs,  and  therefore  contribute  no 
thing  to  the  notion  and  effect  of  Baptism ;  for  "  it  is  the  part  of 
God  to  cleanse  by  the  sacrament."  But  if  the  sacrament  is  in 
dependent  of  him  who,  by  chance,  dispenses  it,  because  the  rite 
presupposes  only  the  ever  the  same  Trinity  and  the  ever  the  same 
faith,2  then  it  cannot  be  altered  in  its  nature  by  the  dispenser 
(V.  4  :  "  the  sacraments  are  holy  in  themselves,  not  through 
men  :  sacramenta  per  se  esse  sancta,  non  per  homines").  That 
is  the  famous  principle  of  the  objectivity  of  the  sacraments 
which  became  so  fundamental  for  the  development  of  the  dog 
matics  of  the  Western  Church,  although  it  never  could  be 
carried  out  in  all  its  purity  in  the  Roman  Church,  because  in 
that  case  it  would  have  destroyed  the  prerogatives  of  the  Clergy. 
It  is  to  be  noticed,  however,  that  Optatus  made  the  holiness  of 
the  sacraments  to  be  effective  only  for  the  faith  of  the  believer 
(fides  credentis),  and  he  is  perfectly  consistent  in  this  respect, 
holding  faith  to  be  all  important,  to  the  complete  exclusion  of 
virtues.  Here  again  he  prepared  the  way  for  the  future  theology 
of  the  West  by  emphasising  the  sovereignty  of  faith.3  It  is  all 

1  Notice  that  there  already  occur  in  Optatus  terms  compounded  with  "  quasi "  which 
were  so  significant  in  the  later  dogmatics  of  Catholicism. 

2  Here  stands  the  following  sentence  (V.,  7) :   "  Ne  quis  pularet,  in  solis  apostolis 
aut  episcopus  spem  suam  esse  ponendam,  sic  Paulus  ait :     '  Quid  est  enim  Paulus  vel 
quid  Apollo?      Utique  ministri  ejus,   in  quern  credidistis.      Est   ergo  in  universis 
servientibus  non  dominium  sed  ministerium." 

3  At  this  point  there  occur  especially  in  V.,  7,  8,  very  important  expositions  antici 
pating  Augustine.     "  Ad  gratiam  dei  pertinet  qui  credit,  non  ille,  pro  cujus  voluntate, 
ut  dicitis,  sanctitas  vestra  succedit." — "  Nomen  trinitatis  est,  quod  sanctificat,  non 
opus  (opeiantis)." — "  Restat  jam  de  credentis  merito  aliquid  dicere,  cujus  estyfafer, 
quam  films  dei  et  sanctitati  suae  anteposuit  et  majestati ;  non  enim  potestis  sanctiores 
esse,  quam  Christus  est."     Here  follows  the  story  of  the  Canaanitish  woman,  with 
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the  more  shocking  to  find  that  even  Optatus  uses  the  whole  re 
flection  to  enable  him  to  depreciate  claims  on  the  life  of  the 
members  of  the  Church.  We  see  clearly  that  the  Catholic 
doctrine  of  the  sacraments  grew  out  of  the  desire  to  show  that 
the  Church  was  holy  and  therefore  true,  in  spite  of  the  irreligion 
of  the  Christians  belonging  to  it.  But  in  aiming  at  this,  men  lit, 
curiously,  tipon  a  trace  of  evangelical  religion.  Since  it  was  im 
possible  to  point  to  active  holiness,  faith  and  its  importance 
were  called  to  mind.  A  great  crisis,  a  perplexity,  in  which,  see 
ing  the  actual  condition  of  matters,  the  Catholic  Church  found 
itself  involved  with  its  doctrine  of  Baptism,  virtue,  and  salvation, 
turned  its  attention  to  the  promise  of  God  and  faith.  Thus  the 
most  beneficent  and  momentous  transformation  experienced  by 
Western  Christianity  before  Luther  was  forced  iipon  it  by  circum 
stances.  But  it  would  never  have  made  its  way  if  it  had  not 
been  changed  by  the  spiritual  experiences  of  a  Catholic  Christian, 
Augustine,  from  an  extorted  theory1  into  a  joyful  and  confident 
confession. 

Parmenian  gave  Optatus  occasion  to  enumerate  certain  "  en 
dowments  "  (dotes)  of  the  Church,  i.e.,  the  essential  parts  of  its 
possession.  Parmenian  had  numbered  six,  Optatus  gives  five  : 
(i)  cathedra  (the  [Episcopal]  chair);  (2)angelus;  (3)spiritus;  (4) 
fons ;  (5)  sigillum  (the  symbol).  The  enumeration  is  so  awk 
ward  that  one  can  only  regret  that  it  is  adapted  to  the  formula 
of  an  opponent.  But  we  learn,  at  least,  in  this  way  that 
Cyprian's  ideal  of  the  unity  of  the  Episcopate,  as  represented  in 
Peter's  chair,  had  been  received  and  fostered  unsuspiciously  in 
Africa.  "Peter  alone  received  the  keys''  (I.,  10,  12).  "You 
cannot  deny  your  knowledge  that  on  Peter,  in  the  city  of  Rome, 
was  first  conferred  the  Episcopal  chair,  in  which  he  sat,  the 
head  of  all  the  Apostles,  whence  he  was  also  called  Cephas,  in 
which  one  chair  unity  might  be  observed  by  all,  lest  the  rest  of 

the  remarkable  application  :  "  Et  ut  ostenderet  films  dei,  se  vacasse,  fidem  tantum- 
modo  operatam  esse  :  vade,  inquit,  mulier  in  pace,  fides  tua  te  salvavit."  So  also  faith 
is  extolled  as  having  been  the  sole  agent  in  the  stories  of  the  Centurion  of  Capernaum 
and  the  Issue  of  Blood.  "  Nee  mulier  petiit,  nee  Christus  promisit,  sed  fides  tantum 
quantum  prsesumpsit,  exegit."  The  same  thoughts  occur  in  Optatus'  contemporary, 
Ambrosiaster. 

1  This  it  was  in  the  case  of  Ambrosiaster  as  well  as  in  that  of  Optatus. 
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the  Apostles  should  severally  defend  one,  each  for  himself,  in 
order  that  he  might  now  be  a  schismatic  and  sinner,  who 
should  appoint  a  second  as  against  the  one  unique  chair"  (II.,  2). 
The  connection  with  Peter's  chair  was  of  decisive  importance, 
not  only  for  Optatus,  but  also  for  his  opponent  (II.,  4),  who  had 
appealed  to  the  fact  that  Donatists  had  also  possessed  a  Bishop 
in  Rome.  Optatus,  besides,  discusses  the  second  point,  the 
angelus,  who  is  the  legitimate  Bishop  of  the  local  community, 
the  chair  (cathedra)  guaranteeing  the  oecumenical  unity,  and  he 
emphasises  the  connection  of  the  African  Catholic  Churches 
with  the  Oriental,  and  especially  the  seven-fold  ecdesia  of  Asia 
(Rev.  II.,  3),  almost  as  strongly  as  that  with  the  Roman  Church 
(II.,  6;  VI.,  3).  His  disquisitions  on  spiritus,1  fons,  and  sigil- 
lum,  are  devoid  of  any  special  interest  (II.,  7-9).  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  important  to  notice  that  he  expressly  subordinates 
the  consideration  of  the  endowments  (dotes)  of  the  Church,  to 
the  verification  of  "  its  sacred  members  and  internal  organs  " 
(sancta  membra  ac  viscera  ecclesiae),  about  which  Parmenian 
had  said  nothing.  These  consisted  in  the  sacraments  and  the 
names  of  the  Trinity  "  in  which  meet  the  faith  and  profession  of 
believers  "  (cui  concurrit  fides  credentium  et  professio).  Thus 
he  returns  to  his  natural  and  significant  line  of  thought.2 

1  The  Donatist  had  said  (II.,  7) :  "  Nam  in  ilia  (catholica)  ecclesia  quis  spiritus  esse 
potest,  nisi  qui  pariat  filios  gehennse  ?  "     That  is  the  genuine  confession  of  separatists. 

2  We  may  here  select  a  few  details  from  the  work  of  Optatus  as  characteristic  of 
Western  Christianity  before  Augustine.     He  regularly  gives  the  name  of  "  lex"  to 
both  the  Testaments  ;  he  judges  all  dogmatic  statements  by  the  symbolum  apostolicum, 
in  which  he  finds  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  to  him  the  chief  confession,  without 
therefore  mentioning  the  Is'icene  Creed  ;  he  confesses  "  per  carnem  Christi  deo  re- 
conciliatus  est  mundus  "  (I.,  10) ;  he  declares  (VI.,  i) :  "quid  est  altare,  nisi  sedes  et 
corporis  et  sanguinis  Christi,  cujus  illic  per  certa  momenta  corpus  et  sanguis  habha- 
bat  ?  "     He  speaks  of  the  reatus  peccati  and  meritum  fidei  ;  he  has  definitely  stated 
the  distinction  between  priEcepta  and  consilia  (VI. ,  4)  in  his  explanation  of  the  parable  of 
the  Good  Samaritan.     The  innkeeper  is  Paul,  the  two  pence  are  the  two  Testaments, 
the  additional  sum  still  perhaps  necessary  are  the  consilia.     He  describes  the  position 
of  the  soteriological  dogma  in  his  time  by  the  following  exposition  (II.,  20): — "  Est 
Christian!  hominis,  quod  bonum  est  velle  et  in  eo  quod  bene  voluerit,  currere  ;  sed 
homini  non  est  datum  perficere,  ut  post  spatia,  quse  debet  homo  implere,  restet  aliquid 
deo,  ubi  deficienti  succurrat,  quia  ipse  solus  est  perfectio  et  perfectus  solus  dei  filius 
Christus,  cseteri  omnes  semi-pcrfecti  sumus."     Here  we  perceive  the  great  task  that 
awaited  Augustine.     But  even  as  regards  Church  politics  Optatus  betrays  himself  as 
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If  Ambrosiaster  and  Optatus  prepared  the  way  for  Augustine's 
doctrines  of  the  sacraments,  faith,  and  the  Church,1  Ambrose  did 
so  for  those  of  sin,  grace,  and  faith.  We  have  endeavoured 
above  to  estimate  his  importance  to  Augustine  as  a  disciple  of 
the  Greeks  ;  \ve  have  now  to  regard  him  as  a  Western.2  But 
we  have  first  of  all  to  consider  not  the  theologian,  but  the 
Bishop.  It  was  the  royal  priest  who  first  opened  Augustine's 
eyes  to  the  authority  and  majesty  of  the  Church.  Only  a  Roman 
Bishop — even  if  he  did  not  sit  in  the  Roman  chair — could  teach 
him  this,  and  perhaps  the  great  work,  De  civitate  Dei,  would 
never  have  been  written  had  it  not  been  for  the  way  in  which 
this  majesty  had  been  impressed  on  Augustine  by  Ambrose ; 
for  great  historical  conceptions  arise  either  from  the  fascinating 
impression  made  by  great  personalities  or  from  political  energy  ; 
and  Augustine  never  possessed  the  latter.  It  was,  on  the  con 
trary,  in  Ambrose,  the  priestly  Chancellor  of  the  State,  that  the 
imperial  power  (imperium)  of  the  Catholic  Church  dawned  upon 
him,3  and  his  experiences  of  the  confusion  and  weakness  of  the 
civil  power  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century  completed  the 
impression.  Along  with  this  Ambrose's  sermons  fall  to  be  con 
sidered.4  If,  on  one  side,  they  were  wholly  dependent  on  Greek 
models,  yet  they  show,  on  the  other  hand,  in  their  practical 
tone,  the  spirit  of  the  West.  Augustine's  demand  that  the 
preacher  should  "  teach,  sway,  and  move '  (docere,  flectere, 
movere)  is  as  if  drawn  from  those  sermons,  fn  spite  of  the 
asceticism  and  virginity  which  he  also  mainly  preached,  he  con 
stantly  discussed  all  the  concrete  affairs  of  the  time  and  the 


an  Epigone  of  the  Constantinian  era,  and  as  a  precursor  of  the  Augustinian.  See  his 
thesis  on  the  disloyalty  of  the  Donatists  to  the  State  (III.,  3)  :  "  Non  respublica  est 
in  ecclesia,  sed  ecclesia  in  republica  est,  id  est  in  imperio  Romano." 

1  In  the  West,  before  Augustine,  the  conception  of  gratia  exhausted  itself  in  that  of 
the  remissio peccatorum.  We  can  see  this  in  propositions  like  the  following  from 
I'acian,  sermo  de  bapt.  3  : — "Quid  est  gratia?  peccati  remissio,  i.e.,  donum  ;  gratia 
enim  donum  est." 

2 In  this  respect  Ambrose  takes  an  isolated  position  ;  thus  it  is,  e.g.,  characteristic 
that  he  does  not  seem  to  have  read  Cyprian's  works. 

3 1  express  myself  thus  intentionally  ;  for  Ambrose  never,  in  words,  thrust  the 
actual,  hierarchical  Church  into  the  foreground. 

4  See  proofs  by  Forster,  I.e.,  p.  218  ff. 


CHAP.  II.]  WESTERN   CHRISTIANITY.  49 

moral  wants  of  the  community.1  Thus  Ambrose  represents  the 
intimate  union  of  the  ascetic  ideal  with  energetic  insistence  on 
positive  morality,  a  union  which  the  Western  mediaeval  Church 
never  lost,  however  much  practical  life  was  subordinated  to  the 
contemplative. 

Three  different  types  of  thought  are  interwoven  in  Ambrose's 
doctrine  of  sin   and  grace.       First,  he  was  dependent  on  the 
Greek  conception  that  regarded  evil  as  not-being,  but  at  the  same 
time  as  necessary.2     Secondly,  he  shows  that  he  was  strongly 
influenced  by  the  popular  morality  of  Ciceronian  Stoicism,3  which 
was  widespread  among  cultured  Western  Christians,  and  which 
had,  by  its  combination  with  monastic  morality,  brought  about, 
in  Pelagianism,  the  crisis  so  decisive  for  the  dogmatics  of  the 
West.     Thirdly  and  finally,  he  carried  very  much  further  that 
view  taken  by  Tertullian  of  the  radical  nature  of  evil  and  the 
guiltiness  of  sin  which  was  made  his  fundamental  principle  by 
Augustine.     Evil  was  radical,  and  yet  its  root  was  not  found  in 
the  sensuous^  but  in  "pride  of  mind  "  (superbia  animi};  it  sprang 
from  freedom,  and  was  yet  a  poiver  propagating  itself  in  man 
kind.     The  Greeks  had  looked  on  the  universal  state  of  sinfulness 
as  a  more  or  less  accidental  product  of  circumstances  ;  Ambrose 
regarded  it  as  the  decisive  fact,  made  it  the  starting-point  of  his 
thought,    and    referred    it    more   definitely  than    any  previous 
teacher — Ambrosiaster  excepted — to  Adam's  Fall.4     Passages 
occur  in   his  works  which  in  this  respect  do  not  fall  a  whit 
behind  the  famous  statements  of  Augustine.5 

1  See  at  an  earlier  date  the  Instructiones  of  Commodian.     Ambrose  was  not  such 
an  advocate  of  Monachism  as  Jerome. 

2  See  above,  p.  31. 

3  See  Ewald,  Der  Einfluss  der  stoisch-ciceronianischen  Moral  auf  die  Darstellung 
der  Ethik  bei  Ambrosius,  1881.    "  De  officiis,"  with  all  its  apparent  consistency,  shows 
merely  a  considerable  vacillation  between  virtue  as  the  supreme  good  (in  the  Stoic 
sense)  and  eternal  life— which  latter  term,  for  the  rest,  is  not  understood  in  its  Chris 
tian  meaning.     The  moralism  of  antiquity,  as  well  as  the  eudaimonist  trait  of  ancient 
moral  philosophy  dominate  the   book,  in  which  ultimately  the   "true   wise    man  " 
appears  most  clearly.     In  such  circumstances  the  distinction  drawn  between pracepta 
and  consilia,  in  itself  so  dangerous  to  evangelical  morality,  constitutes  an  advantage  ; 
for  specifically  Christian  virtues  appear  in  the  form  of  the  consilia. 

4  Hilary  also  speaks  of  the  vitium  originis. 

5  See  Deutsch,  Des  Ambrosius  Lehre  von  der  Siinde  und  Sundentilgung,  1867. 
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But  important  as  this  phase  was,  in  which  thought  was  no 
longer  directed  primarily  to  sin's  results,  or  to  the  single  sinful 
act,  but  to  the  sinful  state  which  no  virtue  could  remove,  yet  it 
is  just  in  this  alone  that  we  can  perceive  the  advance  made  by 
Ambrose.      As  regards   religion,   none  is  to  be   found    in  his 
works  ;  for  his  doctrine  of  the  traducian  character  and  tenacity 
of  sin  was  in  no  way  connected  with  the  heightened  conscious 
ness  of  God  and  salvation.     Ambrose  did  not  submit  evil  to  be 
decided  upon  in  the  light  of  religion.     Therefore  he  merely  groped 
his  way  round  the  guilty  character  of  sin,  without  hitting  upon 
it ;  he  could  once  more  emphasise  the  weakness  of  the  flesh  as 
an  essential  factor  ;  and  he  could  maintain  the  proposition  that 
man  was   of   himself  capable   of  willing   the   good.     For  this 
reason,  finally,  his  doctrine  of  sin  is  to  us  an  irreconcilable  mass 
of  contradictions.     But  we    must,  nevertheless,  estimate  very 
highly  the  advance   made  by   Ambrose  in  contemplating  the 
radical    sinful    condition.      It    was    undoubtedly    important    for 
Augustine.     And  to  this   is  to  be  added  that  he  was  able  to 
speak  in  a  very  vivid  way  of  faith,  conceiving  it  to  be  a  living 
communion  with  God  or  Christ.     The  religious  individualism 
which  shines  clearly  in  Augustine    already  does  so  faintly  in 
Ambrose  :  "  Let  Christ  enter  thy  soul,  let  Jesus  dwell  in  your 
minds.  .  .  .    What  advantage  is  it  to   me,  conscious  of  such 
oreat  sins,  if  the  Lord  do  come,  unless  He  comes  into  my  soul, 
returns  into  my  mind,  unless  Christ  lives  in  me  ?  >a     And  while 

Fb'rster.l.c.,  p.  146  ff.  All  human  beings  are  sinners,  even  Mary.  The  "  haereditarium 
vinculum  "  of  sin  embraces  all.  "  Fuit  Adam,  et  in  illo  fuimus  omnes  ;  periit  Adam, 
et  in  illo  omnes  perierunt."  It  is  not  only  an  inherited  infirmity  that  is  meant,  but  a 
guilt  that  continues  active.  "  Quicunque  natus  est  sub  peccato,  quern  ipsa  noscire 
conditionis  hrereditas  adstrinxit  ad  culpam."  No  doctrine  of  imputation,  indeed,  yet 
occurs  in  Ambrose  ;  for  as  he  conceived  it,  mankind  in  Adam  was  a  unity,  in  which 
took  place  z.peccatrix  suaessio,  a  continuous  evolution  of  Adam's  sin.  Accordingly 
no  imputation  was  necessary.  Ambrosiaster  (on  Rom.  V.,  12)  has  also  expressed 
Ambrose's  thought :  "  Manifestum  itaque  est,  in  Adam  omnes  peccasse  quasi  in  massa  ; 
ipse  enim  per  peccatum  corruptus,  quos  genuit,  omnes,  nati  suntsub  peccato.  Ex  eo 
igitur  cuncti  peccatores,  quiaex  eo  ipso  sumus  omnes."  In  the  West  this  thought  was 
traditional  after  Tertullian.  See  Cyprian,  Ep.  64,  5  ;  De  opere  I,  and  Commodian, 
Instruct.  I.,  35. 

1  "  Intret  in  animam  tuam  Christus,  inhabitet  in  mentibus  tuis  Jesus.  .  .  .  Quid 
mihi  prodest  tantorum  conscio  peccatorum,  si  dominus  veniat,  nisi  venial  in  meam 
animam,  redeat  in  meam  mentem,  nisi  vivat  in  me  Christus."  In  Ps.  CXIX.,  exp. 
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in  many  passages  he  distinctly  describes  the  merit  gained  by 
works,  and  love  as  means  of  redemption,  yet  in  some  of  his  re 
flections,  on  the  other  hand,  he  rises  as  strongly  to  the  lofty 
thought  that  God  alone  rouses  in  us  the  disposition  for  what  is 
good,  and  that  we  can  only  depend  on  the  grace  of  God  in 
Christ.1  St.  Paul's  Epistles  occupied  the  foreground  in 
Ambrose's  thought,2  and  from  them  he  learned  that  faith  as 
confidence  in  God  is  a  power  by  itself,  and  does  not  simply  fall 
into  the  realm  of  pious  belief.  However  much  he  adds  that  is 
alien,  however  often  he  conceives  faith  to  be  an  act  of  obedience 
to  an  external  authority,  he  can  speak  of  it  in  different  terms 
from  his  predecessors.  Faith  is  to  him  the  fundamental  fact  of 
the  Christian  life,  not  merely  as  belief  in  authority  ("  faith  goes 
before  reason,"  fides  praevenit  rationem),3  but  as  faith  whicJi  lays 
hold  of  redemption  througJi  Christ,  and  justifies  because  it  is  the 
foundation  of  perfect  works,  and  because  grace  and  faith  are 
alone  valid  before  God.  "  And  that  benefits  me  because  we  are 
not  justified  from  the  works  of  the  law.  I  have  no  reason, 
therefore,  to  glory  in  my  works,  I  have  nothing  to  boast  of; 
and  therefore  I  will  glory  in  Christ.  I  will  not  boast  because  I 
am  just,  but  because  I  am  redeemed.  I  will  glory,  not  because 
I  am  without  sins,  but  because  my  sins  have  been  remitted.  I 
will  not  glory  because  I  have  done  good  service,  or  because 
anyone  has  benefited  me,  but  because  the  blood  of  Christ  was 

IV.,  26  :  in  Luc.  enarr.,  X. ,  7  ;  in  Ps.  XXXVI.,  exp.  63.  The  passages  are  col 
lected  by  Fb'rster  (see  esp.  De  poenit.,  II.,  8).  See  also  Vol.  III.,  p.  130.  For  the 
rest,  the  author  of  the  Qusestiones  ex  Vet.  et.  Nov.  Testam.  (Ambrosiaster)  could 
also  speak  in  tones  whose  pathetic  individualism  recalls  Augustine  ;  cf.  e.g. ,  the  con 
clusion  of  the  inserted  tractate  c.  Novat.  :  "ego  .  .  .  te  (scil.  deum)  quaesivi,  te 
desideravi,  tibi  credidi  ;  de  homine  nihil  speravi  .  .  .  ego  verbis  antistitis  fidem  dedi, 
quae  a  te  data  dicuntur,  quaeque  te  inspirant,  te  loquuntur,  de  te  promittunt  ;  huic  de 
se  nihil  credidi  nee  gestis  ejus,  sed  fidei  quae  ex  te  est,  me  copulavi." 

1  On  Ps.  CXIX.,  exp.  XX.,  14 :  "  Nemo  sibi  arroget,  nemo  de  meritis,  nemo  de 
potestate  se  jactet,  sed  omnes  speremus  per  dominum  Jesum  misericordiam  invenire — 
quse  enim  spes  alia  peccatoribus  ?  " 

The  interrogation  mark  in  Reuter,  August.  Studien,  p.  493,  is  due  to  exagge 
rated  caution.  The  antithesis  of  nature  and  grace,  which,  wherever  it  occurs,  has 
one  of  its  roots  in  Paulinism,  and  was  already  familiar  to  Tertullian,  is  anew  pro 
claimed  in  Ambrose  ;  see  De  off.  I.,  7,  24  ;  see  also  the  address  on  the  death  of  his 
brother.  Ambrosiaster,  too,  makes  use  of  the  natura-gratia  antithesis. 

3  De  Abrah.,  I.,  3,  21. 
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shed  for  me."1  That  is  Augustinianism  before  Augustine,  nay, 
it  is  more  than  Augustinianism.2 

In  the  dogmatic  work  of  Western  theologians  of  the  fourth 
century,  the  genius  of  Western  Christianity,  which  found  its 
most  vigorous  expression  in  Cyprian's  Ue  opere  et  eleemosynis, 
fell  away  to  some  extent.  But  it  only  receded,  remaining  still 
the  prevailing  spirit.  The  more  vital  notion  of  God,  the  strong 
feeling-  of  responsibility  to  God  as  judge \  tJie  consciousness  of  God 
as  moral  power,  neither  restricted  nor  dissolved  by  any  speculation 
on  nature — all  that  constituted  the  superiority  of  Western  to 
Eastern  Christianity  is  seen  in  its  worst  form  under  the  deterio 
rating  influence  of  the  legal  doctrine  of  retribution,  and  the 
pseudo-moral  one  of  merit?  In  view  of  this,  the  inrush  of  Neo- 
platonic  mysticism  was  highly  important ;  for  it  created  a 
counterpoise  to  a  conception  which  threatened  to  dissolve 
religion  into  a  series  of  legal  transactions.  But  the  weightiest 
counterpoise  consisted  in  the  doctrine  of  faith  and  grace  as  pro 
claimed  by  Augustine.  However,  it  will  be  shown  that  Augus 
tine  taught  his  new  conception  in  such  a  form  that  it  did  not 
shatter  the  prevailing  system,  but  could  rather  be  admitted  into 
it  ;  perhaps  the  greatest  triumph  ever  achieved  in  the  history  of 
religion  by  a  morality  of  calculations  over  religion. 

The  conception  of  religion  as  a  legal  relationship,  which  was 
concerned  with  the  categories  lex  (law)  delictum  (fault)  satis- 
factio,  pcena  (punishment)  meritum,  praemium,  etc.,  was  not  de 
stroyed  by  Augustine.  Grace  was  rather  inserted  in  a  legal 
and  objective  form  into  the  relationship,  yet  in  such  a  way  that 
it  remained  possible  for  the  individual  to  construe  the  whole 
relationship  from  the  point  of  view  of  grace. 

1  De  Jacob  et  vita  beata  I.,  6,  21  ;  other  passages  in  Fdrster,  pp.  160  ff,  303  ff. 

2  A  detailed  account  would  here  require  to  discuss  many  other  Western  writers, 
e.g.,  Prudentius   (see  monographs  by  Brockhaus,  1872,  and  Rosier,   1886),  Pacian, 
Zeno,  Paulinus  of  Nola,  etc.  ;  but  what  we  have  given  may  serve  to  define  the 
directions  in  which  Western  Christianity  moved.     As  regards  Hilary,  Fdrster  has 
shown  very  recently  (Stud.   u.  Krit.,  1888,  p.  645  ff.)  that  even  he,  in  spite  of  his 
dependence   on  the   Greeks,   did  not   belie   the   practical   ethical   interest   of  the 
Westerns. 

3  The  East  knew  nothing  of  this  excessive  analysis  ;  it  took  a  man  more  as  a 
whole,  and  judged  him  by  the  regular  course  taken  by  his  will. 
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We  have  attempted,  in  the  above  discussion,  to  exhibit  the 
different  lines  existing  in  the  West  which  meet  in  Augustine. 
Let  us,  in  conclusion,  emphasise  further  the  following  points. 

I.  Along  with  Holy  Scripture,  the  Symbol,  the  Apostolic 
"  law "  (lex),  was  placed  in  the  West  on  an  unapproachable 
height.  This  law  was  framed  in  opposition  to  Marcionitism, 
Sabellianism,  Arianism,  and  Apollinarianism,  without  essential 
variations,  and  without  any  process  of  reasoning,  as  a  confession 
of  faith  in  the  unity  of  God in  three  persons,  as  also  in  the  unity 
of  Christ  in  two  substances.  The  Western  Church,  therefore, 
apparently  possessed  a  lofty  certitude  in  dealing  with  Trinitarian 
and  Christological  problems.  But  with  this  certitude  was  con 
trasted  the  fact,  of  which  we  have  many  instances,  that  under 
cover  of  the  official  confession  many  more  Christological  heresies 
circulated,  and  were  maintained  in  the  West  than  in  the 
Churches  of  the  East,  and  that  in  particular  the  Christological 
formula,  where  it  was  not  wholly  unknown,  was,  for  the  laity 
and  for  many  of  the  clergy,  simply  a  noumenon.1  This  fact  is 
further  confirmed  when  we  observe  that  Western  theologians,  as 
long  as  they  were  not  directly  involved  in  Eastern  controversies, 
did  not  turn  their  attention  to  the  principles  contained  in  the  above 
"  law,"  but  to  quite  different  questions.  Augustine  was  not  the 
first  to  write  "  expositions  of  the  Symbol,"  in  which  questions, 
wholly  different  from  what  his  text  would  lead  us  to  expect, 

1 1  have  already  discussed  this  briefly  in  Vol.  III.,  p.  33  ff.  Augustine  (Confess. 
VII.,  19)  believed,  up  to  the  time  of  his  conversion,  that  the  doctrine  of  Christ  held 
by  the  Catholic  Church  was  almost  identical  with  that  of  Photinus  ;  his  friend  Alypius 
thought,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  Church  denied  Christ  a  human  soul.  We  see 
from  Hilary's  work,  De  trinitate,  how  many  Christological  conceptions  circulated  in 
the  Western  communities,  among  them  even  "  quod  in  eo  ex  virgine  creando  efficax 
Dei  sapientia  et  virtus  exstiterit,  et  in  nativitate  ejus  divinse  prudentire  et  potestatis 
opus  intellegatur,  sitque  in  eo  efficientia  potius  quam  natura  sapientise. "  Optatus  (I., 
8)  had  to  blame  Parmenian  for  calling  the  body  of  Christ  sinful,  and  maintaining 
that  it  was  purified  by  his  baptism.  Further,  in  spite  of  the  doctrine  of  "  two 
natures,"  and  the  acceptance  of  Greek  speculations,  the  thought  of  Hippolytus 
(Philos.  X.,  33)  :  el  yap  6  0e6s  de&v  ere  r)6^\r]ae  iroiTJaai,  fdijvaro-  £xe's  T°v  ^&yov  rb 
irapddeiyfj.a,  runs  like  a  concealed  thread  through  the  Christological  utterances  of  the 
West.  We  shall  see  that  even  in  Ambrose  and  Augustine  there  is  to  be  found  a 
hidden,  but  intentionally  retained,  remnant  of  the  old  Adoptian  conception.  (How 
this  is  to  be  regarded,  see  above  under  2).  We  may  here  pass  over  the  influence  of 
Manichse.vn  Christology  on  many  secondary  minds  in  the  Western  Churches. 
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were  discussed.  On  the  contrary,  Western  theologians  from 
Cyprian  show  that  they  lived  in  a  complex  of  ideas  and  ques 
tions  which  had  little  to  do  with  the  problems  treated  by  Anti- 
gnostics  and  Alexandrians,  or  with  dogma. 

2.  In  connection  with  the  development  of  penance  on  the 
basis  of  works  and  merits  (in  the  sense  of  satisfactions),  and  in 
harmony  with  the  legal  spirit  characteristic  of  Western  theolo 
gical  speculation,  Christ's  expiatory  work  came  now  to  the 
front.  It  was  not  so  much  the  Incarnation  —  that  was  the 
antecedent  condition — as  the  death  of  Christ,  which  was  re 
garded  as  the  salient  point  (punctum  saliens) ; l  and  it  was 
already  treated  from  all  conceivable  points  of  view  as  a 
sacrificial  death,  atonement,  ransom,  and  vicarious  consumma 
tion  of  the  crucifixion.  At  the  same  time,  Ambrose  discussed 
its  relationship  (reconciliatio,  redemptio,  satisfactio,  immolatio, 
meritum)  to  sin  as  guilt  (reatus).  In  such  circumstances  the 
accent  fell  on  the  human  nature  of  Christ  ;  the  offerer  and 
offering  was  the  mediator  as  man,  who  received  his  value 
through  the  divine  nature,  though  quite  as  much  so  by  his 
acceptance  on  the  part  of  the  Deity.  Thus  the  West  had  a 
Christological  system  of  its  own,  which,  while  the  formula  of 
the  two  natures  formed  its  starting-point,  was  pursued  in  a  new 
direction  :  the  mediator  was  looked  on  as  the  man  whose  voluntary 
achievement  possessed  an  infinite  value  in  virtue  of  the  special  dis 
pensation  of  God?  (Optat  I.,  10:  "the  world  [was]  reconciled  to 
God  by  means  of  the  flesh  of  Christ "  :  mundus  reconciliatus  deo 
per  carnem  Christi.}  From  this  we  can  understand  how  Augus 
tine,  in  not  a  few  of  his  arguments,  opposed,  if  in  a  veiled 
fashion,  the  doctrine  of  the  'divine  nature  of  Christ,  discussing 
the  merits  of  the  historical  Christ  as  if  that  nature  did  not  exist, 
but  everything  was  given  to  Christ  of  grace?  The  same  reason 

1  Pseudo-Cyprian,  De  duplici  martyrio,   16  :  "Domini  mors  potentior  erat  quam 
vita." 

2  For  fuller  details,  see  Vol.  III.,  p.  310  ff.     Ritschl,  Lehre  v.d.,  Rechtfertigung 
u.  Versohnung,  2nd.  ed.,  I.,  p,  38,  III:,  p.  362.     Gesch.  des  Pietism.  III.,  p.  426  ff. 

3  See  e.g. ,  the  remarkable  expositions  ad  Laurentium,  c.  36  sq.     The  divine  nature 
is  indeed  regarded  as  resting  in  the  background  ;  but  in  Jesus  Christ  there  comes  to 
the  front  the  "  individual"  man,  who,  without  previous  merit,  was  of  grace  received 
into  the  Deity. 
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further  explains  why  afterwards  modified  Adoptianism  was 
constantly  re-emerging  in  the  West,1  it  being  from  the  stand 
point  of  the  consistent  Greek  Christology  the  worst  of  heresies 
because  it  dislocated  the  whole  structure  of  the  latter,  and  threw 
its  purpose  into  confusion.  Finally,  the  same  fact  also  explains 
why,  in  later  times,  Western  Christians,  particularly  such  as  had 
acquired  the  mystical  monachist  observance  of  intercourse  with 
Christ,  the  chaste  bridegroom,  substantially  reduced  the  Christo- 
logical  conception  to  "  Ecce  homo."  The  vividness  and  thrilling 
power  which  this  figure  possessed  for  them,  raising  them  above 
sorrow  and  suffering,  cannot  deceive  us  as  to  the  fact  that  the 
Church  Christology  was  no  longer  anything  to  them  but  a 
formula.  But  while  the  ancient  Western  form  had  become  the 
basis  of  a  view  which  left  fancy  and  disposition  to  fix  the  signi 
ficance  of  Christ's  Person,  that  must  not  be  described  as  a 
necessary  deduction  from  it.  That  form — in  which  Christ  was 
the  object  of  the  Father's  grace,  carried  out  what  the  Father 
entrusted  him  with,  and  by  Him  was  exalted — rather  corres 
ponded  to  the  clearest  passages  of  the  New  Testament,  and  was 
the  only  protection  against  the  superstitious  conceptions  of  the 
Greeks  which  emptied  the  Gospel  of  all  meaning.  Of  decisive 
value,  however,  are  not  the  various  mediaeval  attempts  to  ap 
praise  Christ's  work,  but  rather  the  whole  tendency  to  under 
stand  Christianity  as  the  religion  of  atonement ;  for  in  this 
tendency  is  expressed  characteristically  the  fear  of  God  as  judge ', 
which,  in  the  East,  disappeared  behind  mystic  speculations.2 

3.  An  acute  observer  perceives  that  the  soteriological  question 
—How  does  man  get  rid,  and  remain  rid,  of  his  sins  and  attain 
eternal  life  ? — had  already,  in  the  fourth  century,  actively  en 
gaged  the  earnest  attention  of  thinkers  in  the  Western  Church, 
and,  indeed,  in  such  a  way  that,  as  distinguished  from  the  East, 
the  religious  and  moral  sides  of -the  problem  are  no  longer  found 
separate.  But  the  question  was  not  clearly  put  before  the 
Pelagian  conflict,  since  the  controversies  with  Heraclius  and 
Jovinian  were  not  followed  by  a  lasting  movement.  Opinions 
were  still  jumbled  together  in  a  motley  fashion,  sometimes  in 

1  See  the  evidence  in  Bach's  Dogmengesch.  des  Mittelalters,  Vol.  II. 

2  See  Vol.  III.,  p.  189. 
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one  and  the  same  writer.  If  I  see  aright,  five  different  con 
ceptions  can  be  distinguished  for  the  period  about  400  A.D. 
First  we  have  the  Manichaan  which  insinuated  its  way  in  the 
darkness,  but  was  widely  extended,  even  among  the  clergy ; 
according  to  it  evil  was  a  real  physical  power,  and  was  over 
come  in  the  individual  by  goodness,  equally  a  physical  force 
which  was  attached  to  natural  potencies  and  Christ.1  Secondly, 
we  have  the  Neoplatonic  and  Alexandrian  view  which  taught 
that  evil  was  not-being,  that  which  had  not  yet  become,  the 
necessary  foil  of  the  good,  the  shadow  of  the  light,  the  transitori- 
ness  cleaving  to  the  "many"  in  opposition  to  the  "one."  It 
held  that  redemption  was  the  return  to  the  one,  the  existent,  to 
God ;  that  it  was  identification  with  God  in  love  ;  Christ  was 
the  strength  and  crutches  for  such  a  return  ;  for  "  energies  and 
crutches  come  from  one  hand."  2  Thirdly,  there  was  the  ration 
alistic  Stoic  conception  ;  this  held  that  virtue  was  the  supreme 
good  ;  sin  was  the  separate  evil  act  springing  from  free  will ; 
redemption  was  the  concentration  of  the  will  and  its  energetic 
direction  to  the  good.  Here  again  the  historical  and  Christo- 
logical  were  really  nothing  but  crutches.3  All  these  three 
conceptions  lay  the  greatest  stress  on  asceticism.  Fourthly, 
there  was  the  sacramental  view,  which  may  be  characterised 
partly  as  morally  lax,  partly  as  "evangelical";  we  find  it,  e.g., 
in  Heraclius4  on  the  one  hand,  and  in  Jovinian5  on  the  other. 
According  to  it  he  who  was  baptised  possessing  genuine  faith 
obtained  the  guarantee  of  felicity  ;  sin  could  not  harm  him  ;  no 
impeachment  of  sin  (reatus  peccati)  could  touch  him.  It  is 
proved  that  really  lax  and  "evangelical"  views  met:  a  man 
could  always  rely  as  a  Christian  on  the  grace  of  God  ;  sin  did 
not  separate  him  from  God,  if  he  stood  firm  in  the  faith.  Nay, 
from  the  second  century,  really  from  Paul,  there  existed  in  the 

1  See  on  the  extension  of  Mnnichseism  in  the  West,  Vol.  III.,  p.  334  ff.     It  was 
always  more  Christian  and  therefore  more  dangerous  there.     On  its  importance  to 
Augus  ine,  see  under. 

2  See  the  conceptions  of  Ambrose,  Victorinus,  and  Augustine. 

3  See  the  Western  popular  philosophies  in  the  style  of  Cicero,  but  also  Ambrose' 
De  officiis. 

4  See  above,  p.  40  f. 

5  Ambrose,  Jerome,  Augustine  and  Siricius  give  us  information  regarding  him. 
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Gentile  Church  movements  which  deliberately  defended  reliance 
on  faith  alone  (the  "  sola  fide  ")  and  "  the  most  assured  sal 
vation  through  grace  granted  in  baptism  "  (salus  per  gratiam  in 
baptismo  donatam  certissima.)  1  A  fifth  conception  was  closely 
related  to,  yet  different  from,  the  last  We  can  call  it  briefly 
the  doctrine  of  grace  and  merit.  We  have  pointed  out  strong 
traces  of  it  in  Victorinus,  Optatus,  and  Ambrose.  According 
to  it,  evil  as  the  inherent  sin  of  Adam  was  only  to  be  eradicated 
by  divine  grace  in  Christ ;  this  grace  produced  faith  to  which, 
however,  redemption  was  only  granted  when  it  had  advanced 
and  become  the  habitual  love  from  which  those  good  works 
spring  that  establish  merit  in  the  sight  of  God.  Evil  is 
godlessness  and  the  vice  that  springs  from  it ;  goodness  is  the 

1 1  have  demonstrated  this  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  Theol.  u.  Kitche  I.  (1891),  pp.  82-178, 
and  cannot  repeat  the  proof  here.  From  the  I.  Ep.  of  John  onwards  undercurrtnts 
can  be  traced  in  the  Gentile  Church  which  required  to  have  the  saying  addressed  to 
them  :  "Be  not  deceived,  he  who  does  righteousness  is  righteous."  My  main  refer 
ences  are  to  the  erroneous  views  opposed  in  the  Catholic  Epistles  ;  the  lax  Christi;  ns 
mentioned  by  Tertullian  ;  the  edict  on  penance  of  Calixtus,  with  its  noteworthy 
evangelical  basis  (see  also  Rolffs  in  theTexten  u.  Unters,  Vol.  XI.,  part  3) ;  Heraclius 
in  Rome  ;  the  counter-efforts  of  the  lax  against  the  monachism  which  was  establishing 
itself  in  the  West  ;  Jovinian  ;  and  to  the  opponents  assailed  by  Augustine  in  his 
very  important  writing,  "  De  fide  et  operibus."  This  writing  is,  along  with  Jovinian's 
discussions,  the  most  important  source.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  the  majority 
of  cases  an  unbridled  and  accommodating  trust  in  the  sacrament — accordingly  a 
strained  form  of  the  popular  Catholic  feeling — was  the  leading  idea,  and  that  the 
reference  to  Gospel  texts,  which  bore  witness  to  the  unlimited  mercy  of  God,  was 
only  a  drapery;  that  accordingly  the  "sola  fide" — the  catchword  occurs — was  not 
conceived  evangelically,  but  really  meant  "solo  Sacramento" — i  e.,  even  if  the  life 
did  not  correspond  to  the  Christian  demand  for  holiness.  But  there  were  Christian 
teachers  who  had  really  grasped  the  evangelical  thesis,  and  Jovinian  is  to  be  counted 
one  of  them,  even  if  his  opponents  be  light  (and  I  am  doubtful  of  this)  in  taking 
offence  at  his  conduct  ;  and  even  if  it  be  certain  that  his  doctrine,  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  time,  could  and  did  promote  laxity.  His  main  positions  were  as  follows  : — 
I.  The  natural  man  is  in  the  state  of  sin.  Even  the  slightest  sin  separates  from  God 
and  exposes  to  damnation.  2.  The  state  of  the  Christian  rests  on  baptism  and  faith  ; 
these  produce  regeneration.  3.  Regeneration  is  the  state  in  which  Christ  is  in  us, 
and  we  are  in  Christ  ;  there  are  no  degrees  in  it,  for  this  personal  relationship  either 
does  or  does  not  exist.  Where  it  does,  there  is  righteousness.  4.  It  is  a  relation 
formed  by  love  that  is  in  question :  Father  and  Son  dwell  in  believers  ;  but  where 
there  is  such  an  indweller,  the  possessor  can  want  for  nothing.  5.  Accordingly  all 
blessings  are  bestowed  with  and  in  this  relationship;  noihing  can  be  thought  of  as 
capable  of  being  added.  6.  Since  all  blessings  issue  from  this  relationship,  there 
can  be  no  special  meritorious  works  ;  for  at  bottom  there  is  only  one  good,  and  that 
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energy  of  grace  and  the  good  works  that  flow  from  it.  Here, 
accordingly,  nature  and  grace,  unbelief  and  faith,  selfishness  and 
love  of  God  are  the  antitheses,  and  the  work  of  the  historical 
Christ  stands  in  the  centre.  Nevertheless,  this  view  did  not 
exclude  asceticism,  but  required  it,  since  only  that  faith  was 
genuine  and  justified  men  which  evinced  itself  in  sanctification, 
i.e.,  in  world-renouncing  love.  Thus  a  middle  path  was  here 
sought  between  Jovinian  on  the  one  side  and  Manichaean  and 
Priscillian  asceticism  on  the  other.1 

These  different  conceptions  met  and  were  inextricably 
mingled.  The  future  of  Christianity  was  necessarily  to  be 
decided  by  the  victory  of  one  or  other  of  them. 

we  possess  as  the  best  beloved  children  of  God,  who  now  participate  in  the  divine 
nature,  and  that  good  will  be  fully  revealed  in  Heaven.  7.  In  him  who  occupies 
this  relationship  of  faith  and  love  there  is  nothing  to  be  condemned  ;  he  can  com 
mit  no  sin  which  would  separate  him  from  God  ;  the  devil  cannot  make  him  fall, 
for  he  ever  recovers  himself  as  a  child  of  God  by  faith  and  penitence.  The  relation 
ship  fixed  in  baptism  through  faith  is  something  lasting  and  indissoluble.  8.  But 
such  an  one  must  not  only  be  baptised  ;  he  must  have  received  baptism  with  perfect 
faith,  and  by  faith  evince  baptismal  grace.  He  must  labour  and  wrestle  earnestly 
— though  not  in  monkish  efforts,  for  they  are  valueless — not  in  order  to  deserve 
something  further,  but  that  he  may  not  lose  what  he  has  received.  To  him,  too,  the 
truth  applies  that  there  are  no  small  and  great  sins,  but  that  the  heart  is  either  with 
God  or  the  devil.  9.  Those  who  are  baptised  in  Christ,  and  cling  to  Him  with  con 
fident  faith,  form  the  one,  true  Church.  To  her  belong  all  the  glorious  promises  : 
she  is  bride,  sister,  mother,  and  is  never  without  her  bridegroom.  She  lives  in  one 
faith,  and  is  never  violated  or  divided,  but  is  a  pure  virgin.  We  may  call  Jovinian 
actually  a  "witness  of  antiquity  to  the  truth,"  and  a  "Protestant  of  his  time," 
though  we  must  not  mistake  a  point  of  difference  :  the  indwelling  of  God  and  Christ 
in  the  baptised  is  more  strongly  emphasised  than  the  power  of  faith. 

The  Spaniard,  Vigilantius,  even  surpassed  Jovinian,  both  in  range  and  intensity, 
in  the  energy  with  which  he  attacked  the  excrescences  of  monkery,  relic-worship, 
virginity,  etc.;  but  he  does  not  belong  to  this  section,  for  he  was  moved  by  the 
impression  made  upon  him  by  the  superstition  and  idolatry  which  he  saw  rising  to 
supremacy  in  the  Church.  Jerome's  writing  against  him  is  miserable,  but  is  surpassed 
in  meanness  by  the  same  author's  books  against  Jovinian. 

aThe  puzzling  phenomenon  of  Priscillianism  has  not  been  made  much  clearer  by 
the  discovery  of  Priscillian's  homilies.  I  believe  we  may  pass  them  over,  since,  im 
portant  as  were  the  points  touched  on  in  the  Priscillian  controversy  (even  the  question 
as  to  the  claims  of  the  "  Apocrypha"  compared  with  the  Bible),  they  neither  evoked 
a  dogmatic  controversy,  nor  obtained  a  more  general  significance.  The  meritorious 
work  by  Paret,  Priscillianus,  ein  Reformator  cles  4  Jahrh.  (Wurzburg,  1891)  is  not 
convincing  in  its  leading  thoughts  (see  on  the  other  side  Hilgenfeld  in  his  Zeitschr* 
Vol.  35,  1892,  pp.  1-85). 


CHAP.  II.]  WESTERN   CHRISTIANITY.  59 

4.  In  the  West,  interest  in  the  question  of  the  relation  of 
grace  and  means  of  grace  to  the  Church  was  awakened  by  the 
Novatian,  heretical  baptism,  and  Donatist  controversy.  This 
interest  was,  however,  still  further  strengthened  by  the  fact  that 
the  Church  detached  itself  more  forcibly  from  the  State  than  in 
the  East.  The  fall  of  the  West  Roman  Empire,  opposition  to 
the  remains  of  a  still  powerful  heathen  party  in  Rome,  and 
finally  dislike  to  the  new  Arian  German  forms  of  government 
all  contributed  to  this. 

One  perhaps  expects  to  find  here  by  way  of  conclusion  a 
characterisation  of  the  different  national  Churches  of  the  West ; 
but  little  can  be  said  from  the  standpoint  of  the  history  of 
dogma.  The  distinctive  character  of  the  North  African  Church 
was  strongly  marked.  A  darkness  broods  over  the  Churches 
of  Spain,  Gaul,  and  Britain,  in  which  the  only  clear  spot  is  the 
conflict  of  the  priests  with  the  monachism  that  was  establishing 
itself.  The  conflict  with  Priscillianism  in  Spain,  the  attacks  on 
Martin  of  Tours  in  Gaul,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  Vigilantius, 
come  in  here.  It  is  not  unimportant  to  notice  that  Southern 
Gaul  was  distinguished  by  its  culture  and  taste  for  aesthetics  and 
rhetoric  about  A.D.  360  (see  Julian's  testimony)  and  A.D.  400 
(see  Sulp.  Severus,  Chron.  init).  Rome  only  became  a 
Christian  city  in  the  fifth  century,  but  even  in  the  time  of 
Liberius  and  Damasus  the  Roman  Bishop  was  the  foremost 
Roman.  What  was  wrested  by  Damasus,  that  unsaintly  but 
sagacious  man,  from  the  State  and  the  East,  was  never  again 
abandoned  by  his  energetic  successors  ;  they  also  tried  vigorous 
intervention  in  the  affairs  of  the  provincial  Churches.  Holding 
faithfully  to  its  confession,  the  Roman  Church  was,  not  only 
from  its  position,  but  also  by  its  nature,  the  connecting  link 
between  East  and  West,  between  the  monachist  leanings  of  the 
former,  and  the  tendency  to  ecclesiastical  politics  and  sacra- 
mentarianism  of  the  latter.  It  also  united  South  and  North  in 
the  West.  Rome,  again,  from  the  time  of  Liberius  pursued  and 
explained  that  religious  policy  towards  paganism,  "  by  which 
the  Catholic  Church  gained  the  means  not  only  of  winning  but 
of  satisfying  the  masses  of  the  people  who  were,  and,  in  spite  of 
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the  confession,  remained  heathen  "  (Usener,  Relig.  Unters.,  I.,  p. 
293)  :  "  it  rendered  heathenism  harmless  by  giving  its  blessing  to 
it,  i.e.,  to  all  that  belonged  to  the  pagan  cultus."  But  that  mag 
nanimous  way  of  opposing  paganism,  which  has  been  rightly  ad 
duced,  and  which  Usener  (op.  cit.)  has  begun  to  exhibit  to  us  so 
learnedly  and  instructively,  concealed  within  it  the  greatest 
dangers.  In  such  circumstances  it  was  of  supreme  value  both 
for  the  contemporary  and  future  fortunes  of  the  Church  that, 
just  when  the  process  of  ethnicising  was  in  full  swing,  Augustine, 
equally  at  home  in  North  Africa,  Rome,  and  Milan,  appeared 
and  reminded  the  Church  what  Christian  faith  was. 


CHAPTER    III. 

THE    HISTORICAL   POSITION    OF   AUGUSTINE   AS   REFORMER 
OF   CHRISTIAN    PIETY.1 

"  VIRTUES  will  so  increase  and  be  perfected  as  to  conduct  thee 
without  any  hesitation  to  the  truly  blessed  life  which  only  is 
eternal :  where  evils,  which  will  not  exist,  are  not  discriminated 
from  blessings  by  prudence,  nor  adversity  is  borne  bravely,  because 
there  we  shall  find  only  what  we  love,  not  also  what  we  tolerate, 
nor  lust  is  bridled  by  temperance,  where  we  shall  not  feel  its 

1  Of  the  immense  literature  about  Augustine,  the  following  works  may  be  men 
tioned  (with  special  regard  to  the  Pelagian  controversy)  :  The  critical  investigations 
of  the  Benedictines  in  their  editions  of  Aug.'s  Opp.,  and  the  controversies  over  his 
doctrine  of  grace  in  the  i6th  to  the  i8th  century;  the  works  of  Petavius,  Noris  (Hist. 
Pelag.),  Tillemont,  Gamier,  Mansi,  Hefele ;  Bindemaun,  Der  hi.  Aug.  3  vols., 
1844-69;  Bohringer,  Aur.  Aug.,  2  ed.,  1877-78;  Reuter,  August.  Studien,  1887 
(the  best  of  later  works);  A.  Dorner,  Aug.,  sein  theol.  System  und  seine  relig.- 
philos.  Anschauung,  1873  ;  Loofs,  "  Augustinus  in  the  3  Ed.  of  the  R.-Encykl.  v. 
Hauck,  Vol.  II.,  pp.  257-285  (an  excellent  study,  with  an  especially  good  discussion 
of  the  period  to  395)-  Comprehensive  expositions  in  Ritter,  Baur,  Nitzsch, 
Thomasius,  Schwane,  Huber  (Philos.  der  KVV.),  Jul.  Miiller  (L.  v.  d.  Siinde), 
Dorner  (Entwicklgesch.  d.  L.  v.  d.  Person  Christi),  Prantl  (Gesch.  d.  Logik), 
Siebeck  (Gesch.  d.  Psychologic),  Zeller ;  see  esp.  Eucken,  Die  Lebenanschauungen 
der  grossen  Denker  (1890)  p.  258  ff. — Naville,  S'  Aug.,  Etude  sur  le  developpement 
de  sa  pens^e  jusqu  a  1'epoque  de  son  ordination  (Geneva  1872).  Bornemanu,  Aug.'s 
Bekenntnisse,  1888;  Harnack,  Aug.'s  Confessionen,  1888  ;  Boissier,  La  conversion  de 
S.  Aug.  in  the  Rev.  de  deux  mondes,  1888  Jan.;  Worter,  Die  Geistesentw.  d.  h.  Aug. 
bis  zu  seiner  Taufe,  1892  ;  Overbeck,  Aug.  u.  Hieronymus  in  the  Histor.  Ztschr.  N. 
F.,  Vol.  VI.  ;  Feuerlein,  Ueb.  d.  Stellung  Aug.'s  in  the  Kirchenund  Culturgesch. 
Histor.  Ztschr.,  XXII.,  p.  270  ff.  (see  Reuter,  I.e.  p.  479  ff.)  ;  Ritschl,  Ueber  die 
Methode  der  altesten  D.-G.  in  the  Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.,  1871  (idem,  Rechtfert. 
und  Versohn.  Vol.  L,  Gesch.  d.  Pietismus  Vol.  I.)  ;  Kattenbusch,  Studien  z.  Sym- 
bolik  in  the  Stud.  u.  Krit.  1878;  Reinkens,  Geschichtsphilos.  d.  hi.  Aug.,  1866; 
Seyrich,  Geschichts philosophic  Aug.'s,  1891  ;  Gangauf,  Metaphys.  Psychologic  d.  hi. 
Aug.,  1852  ;  Bestmann,  Qua  ratione  Aug.  notiones  philosophise  grsecae,  etc.,  1877  ; 
Lresche,  De  Aug.  Platonizante  1880;  Ferraz,  Psychologic  de  S.  Aug.,  1862; 
Nourissou,  La  philosophic  de  S.  Aug.,  2  Ed.,  1866;  Storz,  Die  Philosophic  des  hi. 
Aug.,  1882;  Scipio,  Des  Aurel.  Aug.  Metaphysik,  etc.,  1886;  Melzer,  Die  augus  . 
Lehre  vom  Causalitatsverhaltniss  Gottes  zur  Welt,  1892;  Melzer,  Augustini  et  Cartesii 
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incitements,  nor  the  needy  are  aided  justly,  where  we  will  have 
no  need  and  nothing  unworthy.  There  virtue  will  be  one,  and 
virtue  and  the  reward  of  virtue  will  be  that  spoken  of  in  sacred 
phrase  by  the  man  who  loves  it :  "  But  to  me  to  ding  to  God  is  a 
good  thing''  This  virtue  will  be  there  the  full  and  eternal  wisdom, 
and  it  will  also  truly  be  the  life  that  is  blessed.  Surely  this  is 

placita  de  mentis  humanae  sui  cognitione,  1860  ;  Siebeck,  Die  Anfange  der  neueren 
Psychologic  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  Philos.,  1888,  p.  161  ft".  ;  Kahl,  Der  Primal  des  Willens 
bei  Aug.,  1886  ;  Schiitz,  August,  non  esse  ontologum,  1867  ;  Heinzelmann,  Aug.'s 
Ansichten  vom  Wesen  der  menschlichen  Seele,  1894  ;  van  Endert,  Gottesbevveis  in  d. 
patrist.  Zeit,  1869  ;  Clauren,  Aug.  s.  script,  interpret.,  1822  ;  Gangauf,  Des  hi.  Aug. 
Lehre  von  Gott  dem  Dreieinigen,  1865  ;  Nitzsch,  Aug.'s  Lehre  v.   Wunder,   1865. 
Walch,  De  pelagianismo  ante  Pelagium,  1783  ;  idem.  hist,  doctrinse  de  peccato  orig., 
1783  ;  Horn,    Comm.    de   sentent.  patrum  .  .   .  de  pecc.  originali,  180:  ;  Dunker, 
Pecc.  orig.  et  act.,  1836;  Krabinger,  Der  angebliche  Pelagianismus  d.  voraugust.  VV. 
Tub  Quartalschr. ,  1853  ;  Kulin,  Der  vorgebl.   Pelagianismus  d.  voraugust.  VV. ,  in 
same  journal  ;  Walch,  Ketzerhistorie,  Vols.  IV.  and  V.  ;  Wiggers,  Pragmat.  Darstell. 
des  Augustinismus  u.  Pelagianismus,  2  Vols.,  1831-33  (the  continuation  on  Semipela- 
gianism  in  the  Zeitschr.  f.  d.  histor.  Theol.,  1854  ff.)  ;  Rottmanner,  Der  Augustinis 
mus,    1892  ;    Jacobi,    Die    Lehre   des    Pelagius,  1842  ;    Leutzen,    de   Pelagianorum 
doctrinoe    principiis,     1833  ;    Jul.    Muller,    Der    Pelagianismus     in    the    deutsche 
Zeitschr   f.    christl.    Wissensch.,    1854,    Nr.    40    f.  ;    Worter,    Der    Pelagianismus, 
1866;  Klasen,  Dieinnere  Entw.  des  Pelagianism.,  1882;  Geffcken,  Histor.  semipelag., 
1826  ;  Wiggers,   de  Joanne  Cass.,  1824-25  ;    Worter,   Prosper  v.    Aquitanien  iiber 
Gnade  und  Freiheit,  1867  ;  Landerer,  Das  Verhaltniss  v.  Gnade  u.  Freiheit  in  the 
Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol. ,  Vol.  II. ,  1857 ;  Luthardt,  Die  L.  v.  freien  Willen  u.  s.  Verh. 
z.  Gnade,  1863  ;  Kihn,  Theodor.  v.  Mopsueste,  1880  ;  Ritschl,  Expos,  doctr.  S.  Aug. 
de  creat.,  peccato,  gratia,  1843  ;  Zeller,  Die  Lehre  des  Paulus  u.   Augustinus  v.  d. 
Siinde  u.  Gnade  in  ihrem  Verhaltniss  z.  protest.  Kirchenlehre  (Theol.  Jahrbb.,  1854, 
p.  295  ff.) ;  Ehlers,  Aug.  de  origine  mali  doctrina,  1857  ;  Nirschl,  Ursp.  u.  Wesen 
des  Bosen  nach  Aug.,  1854  ;  Hamma,  Die  L.  des  hi.  Aug.  uber  die  Concupiscenz  in 
the  Tub.  Quartalschr.,   1873;  Voigt,  Comment,  de  theoria  August.,   Pelag.,  Semi 
pelag.  et  Synergist.,   1829;  Kiihner,  Aug.'s  Anschauung  v.  d.   Erlosnngsbedeutung 
Christi,  1890;  Dieckhoff,  Aug.'s  L.  v.  d.  Gnade  in  the  Mecklenb.  Theol.  Ztschr.  I., 
1860  ;  Weber,  Aug.  de  justificatione  doctr. ;  Ernst,  Die  Werke  der  Ungliiubigen  nach 
Aug.,  1871  ;  Beck,  Pradest. — Lehre  in  the  Stud.  u.  Krit.,  1847,  II.  ;  Koch,  Autori- 
tat  Aug.'s  in  der  Lehre  v.  der  Gnade  u.  Pradest.,  in  the  Tub.  Quartalschr.,  1891,  p. 
95  ft".  ;  H.  Schmidt,  Origenes  u.  Aug.  als  Apologeten,  in  the  Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche 
Theologie,  Vol.  VIII.  ;  Bigg,   The  Christian   Platonists  of  Alexandria,  1886.— On 
Aug.'s  doctrine  of  Baptism  see  Reuter,  Kliefoth  (Liturg.  Abhandl.),  and  Hofling. 
Wilden,  Die  L.  d.  hi.  Aug.  v.  Opfer  d.  Eucharistie,  1864  ;    Ginzel  L.  d.  hi.  Aug.  v. 
d.  Kirche,  in  the  Tub.  Theol.  Quartalschr.,  1849  ;  Kostlin,  Die  kathol  Auffass.  v.  d. 
Kirche,  etc.,  in  the  deutschen  Zeitschrift  f.  christl.  Wissensch.,  1856,  Nr.  14;  H. 
Schmidt,  Aug.'s  L.  v.  d.  Kirche,  in  the  Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.,   1861  (id.  Die 
Kirche,  1884);  Seeberg,  Begriff  d.  christl.  Kirche,  Pt.   I.,  1885;  Roux,  Diss.  de. 
Aug.  adversario  Donatistarum,  1838  ;  Ribbeck,  Donatus  und  Augustirus,  1858. 
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to  attain  to  the  eternal  and  supreme  blessing,  to  ivhich  to  cling  for 
ever  is  the  end  of  our  goodness.  Let  this  (virtue)  be  called 
.  r  because  it  will  cling  to  the  good  too  eagerly  for  it  to  be 


lost,  and  fortitude,  because  it  will  cling  to  the  good  too  firmly  for 
it  to  be  torn  away,  and  temperance,  because  it  will  cling  to  the 
good  too  chastely  to  be  corrupted,  and  Justice  ,  because  it  will 
cling  to  the  good  too  justly  to  be  inferior  in  any  merit. 
Although  even  in  this  life  the  only  virtue  is  to  love  what  ought  to 
be  loved.  But  what  should  we  choose  chiefly  to  love  except  that 
than  which  we  find  nothing  better?  This  is  God,  and  if  we 
prefer  anything  or  esteem  anything  equal  to  love  to  him  we  fail 
to  love  ourselves.  For  it  is  the  better  for  us,  the  more  we  enter 
into  him,  than  whom  there  is  nothing  better.  But  we  move  not 
by  walking,  but  by  loving.  We  may  not  go  (to  him)  afoot,  but 
with  our  character.  But  our  character  is  wont  to  be  judged,  not 
from  what  anyone  knows,  but  from  what  he  loves.  Nothing 
makes  character  good  or  bad  but  good  or  bad  affections.  There 
fore,  by  our  corruption,  we  have  been  far  from  the  righteousness 
of  God.  Whence  we  are  corrected  by  loving  the  right,  that 
being  just  we  may  be  able  to  cling  to  the  right."1 

1  August.  Ep.  155  c.  12.  13.  "  Virtutes  ita  crescent  et  perficientur,  ut  te  ad  vitam 
vere  beatam,  qua;  nonnisi  aeterna  est,  sine  ulla  dubitatione  perducant  :  ubi  jam  nee 
prudenter  discernantur  a  bonis  mala,  quae  non  erunt,  nee  fortiter  tolerentur  adversa, 
quia  non  ibi  erit  nisi  quod  amemus,  non  etiam  quod  toleremus,  nee  temperanter 
libido  frenetur,  ubi  nulla  ejus  incitamenta  sentiemus,  nee  juste  subveniatur  ope  in- 
digentibus,  ubi  inopem  atque  indignum  non  habebimus.  Una  ibi  virtus  erit,  et  idip- 
sum  erit  virtus  pramiumque  virtutis,  quod  dicit  in  sanctis  eloquiis  homo  qui  hoc 
amat  :  Mihi  autem  adharere  deo  bonum  est.  Haec  ibi  erit  plena  et  sempiterna  sapi- 
entia  eademque  veraciter  vita  jam  beata.  Peiventio  quippe  est  ad  (sternum  ac 
summum  bonum,  cut  adh&rere  est  _finis  nostri  boni.  Dicatur  haec  et  prudent  ta  quia 
prospectissime  adhaerebit  bono  quotl  non  amittatur,  et  fortitude,  quia  fermissime  ad- 
hserebit  bono  unde  non  avellatur,  et  temperantia,  quia  castissime  adhrerebit  bono,  ubi 
non  corrumpatur,  ztjustitia,  quia  rectissime  adhaerebit  bono,  cui  merito  subjiciatur. 
Quamquam  et  in  hac  vita  virtus  non  est  nisi  diligere  quod  diligendum  est.  Quid 
autem  eligamus  quod  praecipue  diligamus,  nisi  quo  nihil  melius  invenimus?  Hoc 
deus  est,  cui  si  diligendo  aliquid  vel  praeponimus  vel  aequamus,  nos  ipsos  diligere 
nescimus.  Tanto  enim  nobis  melius  est,  quanta  magis  in  ilium  imus,  quo  nihil 
melius  est.  Imus  autem  non  ambulando,  sed  amando.  Ad  etim  non  pedibus  ire 
licet,  sed  moribus.  Mores  autem  nostri,  non  ex  eo  quod  quisque  novit,  sed  ex  eo 
quod  diligit,  dijudicari  solent.  Nee  faciunt  bonos  vel  malos  mores,  nisi  boni  vel  malt 
amores*  Pravitate  ergo  nostra  a  rectitudine  dei  longe  fuimus.  Unde  rectum  amando 
corrigimur,  ut  recto  recti  adhaerere  possimus." 
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Augustine   reveals   his  soul  in  these  words  ;    they  therefore 
also  mark  his  importance   in  the  history  of  dogma.     If,  as  we 
have  attempted   in   the  preceding  chapter,  we  pursue  and  let 
converge  the  different  lines  along  which  Western  Christianity 
developed  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  we  can  construct  a 
system   which  approximates  to  "  Augustinianism  " ;  indeed  we 
can  even  deduce  the  latter,  as  a  necessary  product,  from  the 
internal    and    external    conditions   in    which    the   Church   and 
theology    then    found    themselves.     But    we    cannot,    for    all 
that,  match  the  man  who  was  behind  the  system  and  lent  it 
vigour  and  life.     Similarly  we  can  attempt — and  it  is  a  remun 
erative  task — to  make  Augustine's  Christian  conception  of  the 
world  intelligible  from  the  course  of  his  education,  and  to  show 
how  no  stage  in  his  career  failed  to  influence  him.      His  pagan 
father,  and  pious,  Christian  mother,  Cicero's  Hortensius,  Manich- 
aeism,  Aristotelianism,  Neoplatonism,   with  its    mysticism  and 
scepticism,  the  impression  produced  by  Ambrose  and  monach- 
ism — all  contributed  their  share.1     But  even  from   this  stand 
point  we  cannot  finally  do  complete  justice  to  the  distinctive 
character  of  this  man.     That  is  his  secret  and  his  greatness,  and 
perhaps  all  or  any  analysis  itself  is  an  injury  :  he  knew  his  heart 
to  be  his  worst  possession,  and  the  living  God  to  be  his  highest  good  ; 
he  lived  in  the  love  of  God,  and  he  possessed  a  fascinating  power 
of  expressing  his  observations  on  the  inner  life.     In  doing  this,  he 
taught  the  world  that  the  highest  and  sweetest  enjoyment  was 
to  be  sought  in  the  feeling  that  springs  from  a  soul  that  has 
triumphed  over  its  pain,  from  the  love  of  God  as  the  fountain  of 
good,  and  therefore  from  the  certainty  of  grace.     Theologians 
before  him  had  taught  that  man  must  be  changed  in  order  to  be 
blessed  ;  he  taught  that  man  could  be  a  neiv  being  if  he  let  God 
find  him,  and  if  he  found  himself  and  God,  from  the  midst  of 
his  distraction  and  dissipation. 

He  destroyed  the  delusion  of  ancient  popular  psychology 
and  morality;  he  gave  the  final  blow  to  the  intellectualism  of 
antiquity ;  but  he  resuscitated  it  in  the  pious  thought  of  the 
man  who  found  true  being  and  the  supreme  good  in  the  living 

1  Compare  my  lecture  "Augustin's  Confessionen,"  1888.     See  also  Essay  by  G. 
Boissier  in  the  Rev.  de  deux  mund.,  i  Jan.,  1888. 
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God.  He  was  the  first  to  separate  nature  and  grace,  two  spheres 
which  men  had  long  attempted  unsuccessfully  to  divide ;  but  by 
this  means  he  connected  religion  and  morality,  and  gave  a  new 
meaning  to  the  idea  of  the  good.  He  was  the  first  to  mark  off 
the  scope  and  force  of  the  heart  and  will,  and  to  deduce  from 
this  what  moralists  and  religious  philosophers  imagined  they 
had  understood,  but  never  had  understood ;  he  set  up 
a  fixed  goal  for  the  aimless  striving  of  asceticism : 
perfection  in  the  love  of  God,  suppression  of  selfish 
ambition,  humility.  He  taught  men  to  realise  the  horror 
of  the  depth  of  sin  and  guilt  which  he  disclosed,  at  the  same 
time  with  the  blessed  feeling  of  an  ever-comforted  misery,  and  a 
perennial  grace.  He  first  perfected  Christian  pessimism,  whose 
upholders  till  then  had  really  reserved  for  themselves  an 
extremely  optimistic  view  of  human  nature.  But  while  showing 
that  radical  evil  was  the  mainspring  of  all  human  action,  he 
preached  also  the  regeneration  of  the  will,  by  which  man 
adapted  himself  to  the  blessed  life.  He  did  not  bridge  for 
feeling  and  thought  the  gulf  which  Christian  tradition  disclosed 
between  this  world  and  the  next ;  but  he  testified  so  thrillingly 
to  the  blessedness  of  the  man  who  had  found  rest  in  God,  that 
nothing  was  reserved  for  the  future  life  but  an  indescribable 
"  vision."  But  above  all  and  in  all,  he  exhibited  to  every  soul 
its  glory  and  its  responsibility  :  God  and  the  soul,  the  soul  and 
its  God.  He  took  religion — a  transfigured  and  moulded 
monachism,  dominated  by  positive  conceptions  and  trust  in 
Christ — out  of  its  congregational  and  ritualistic  form,  and  set  it 
in  the  hearts  of  individuals  as  a  gift  and  a  task.  He  preached 
the  sincere  humility  which  blossoms  only  on  ruins — the  ruins 
of  self-righteousness  ;  but  he  recognised  in  this  very  humility 
the  charter  of  the  soul,  and  even  where  he  assigned  an  imperious 
power  to  the  authority  of  the  Church,  he  only  did  so  in  the  end 
in  order  to  give  the  individual  soul  an  assurance  which  it  could 
not  attain  by  any  exertion,  or  any  individual  act  of  pardon. 
Therefore,  he  became  not  only  a  pedagogue  and  teacher,  but  a 
Father  of  the  Church.  He  was  a  tree,  planted  by  the  waters, 
whose  leaves  do  not  fade,  and  on  whose  branches  the  birds  of 
the  air  dwell.  His  voice  has  pealed  forth  to  the  Church  through 
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the  centuries,  and  he  preached  to  Christendom  the  words 
"  Blessed  is  the  man  whose  strength  Thou  art ;  in  whose  heart 
are  Thy  ways." 


We  do  not  require  to  prove  that,  for  a  man  with  such  a  per 
sonality,  all  that  tradition  offered  him  could  only  serve  as 
material  and  means,  that  he  only  accepted  it  in  order  to  work  it 
into  the  shape  that  suited  him.  In  this  respect  Augustine  was 
akin  to  the  great  Alexandrians,  and  plenty  of  evidence  can  be 
adduced  in  support  of  this  affinity,  which  was  conditioned  on 
both  sides  by  the  same  loftiness  of  soul,  as  well  as  by  dependence 
on  Neoplatonic  philosophy.  But  in  spite  of  all  they  possessed 
in  common,  the  distinction  between  them  was  extremely  signi 
ficant.  It  did  not  consist  merely  in  the  fact  that  while  the  former 
lived  about  A.D.  200,  Augustine  was  a  member  of  the  Theodosian 
imperial  Church,  nor  that  he  had  passed  through  Manichaeism, 
but  it  was  due  in  a  much  greater  degree  to  his  having,  in  spite 
of  his  Neoplatonism,  a  different  conception  of  the  nature  of  the 
Christian  religion,  and  also  other  ideas  about  the  nature  and 
authority  of  the  Church. 

I.  He  thought  of  sin,  when  he  reflected  on  God  and  Christ, 
and  he  thought  of  the /z'wVz^  God,  who  has  created  and  redeemed 
us,  when  he  reflected  on  evil  :  the  steadfastness  with  which  he 
referred  these  factors  to  each  other  was  the  novel  feature  which 
distinguished  him  above  all  his  predecessors.  But  not  less  novel 
was  the  energy  with  which  he  combined  the  categories  God, 
Christ,  the  word  of  God,  the  sacraments,  and  the  Catholic  Church 
for  practical  piety,  compressing  what  was  fullest  of  life  and 
freest,  the  possession  of  God,  into,  as  it  were,  an  objective  pro 
perty,  which  was  transferred  to  an  institution,  the  Church.  As 
he  accordingly  begot  the  feeling  that  Christian  piety  was  grief 
of  soul  comforted,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  he  created  that  inter 
weaving,  characteristic  of  Western  Catholicism,  of  the  freest, 
most  personal  surrender  to  the  divine,  with  constant  submission 
to  the  Church  as  an  institution  in  possession  of  the  means  of 
grace. 

According  to  this  he  is,  in  the  first  place,  to  be  estimated,  even 
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for  the  history  of  dogma,  not  as  a  theologian,  but  as  a  reformer 
of  Christian  piety.  The  characteristic  feature  of  the  old  Chris 
tian  piety  was  its  vacillation  between  hope  and  fear  (Tertull.,  De 
uxor.  II.,  2  :  "  Fear  is  the  foundation  of  salvation,  confidence  is 
the  barrier  against  fear  "  :  timor  fundamentum  salutis  est,  pra- 
sumptio  impedimentum  timor  is).  *  It  was  known  that  Jesus  ac 
cepted  sinners ;  but  in  that  case  men  were  accepted  through 
baptism.  The  action  of  God  was,  as  it  were,  exhausted.2  The 
whole  Dogmatic  (Trinity,  Christology,  etc.)  had  its  practical 
culmination,  and  therewith  its  end,  in  the  merely  retrospective 
blessing  received  in  baptism.  What  next?  Men  feared  the 
judge,  and  hoped  in  an  uncertain  fashion  for  a  still  existent 
grace.  The  fear  of  the  judge  led  to  fasting,  almsgiving,  and 
prayer,  and  the  uncertain  hope  groped  after  new  means  of  grace. 
Men  wavered  between  reliance  on  their  own  powers  and  hope  in 
the  inexhaustibility  of  Christ's  grace.  But  did  they  not  possess 
faith  ?  They  did,  and  prized  it  as  a  lofty  possession  ;  but  they 
valued  it  as  a  condition,  as  an  indispensable  card  of  admission.  In 
order  actually  to  enter,  there  were  other  and  wholly  different 
conditions  to  be  fulfilled.  Piety ',  when  it  concerned  itself  with  the 
task  of  the  present,  did  not  live  in  faith.  The  psychological  form 
of  piety  was  unrest,  i.e.,  fear  and  hope.3  Reliance  was  placed  on 
free-will ;  but  what  was  to  be  done  if  it  led  to  one  defeat  after 
another?  Repentance  and  amendment  were  required.  No 
doubt  was  felt  that  repentance  was  sufficient  wherever  sins 
"  against  our  neighbour  "  were  in  question,  and  where  the  injury 
could  be  made  good.  Repentance  and  compensation  had  the 
widest  possible  scope  in  relation  to  sin.  Sin  consisted  in  evil 
action  ;  the  good  action  united  with  repentance  balanced  it. 
One's  neighbour  could  forgive  the  offence  committed  against 

1  In  what  follows  the  fundamental  tendency  is  alone  characterised.     It  is  not  to  be 
denied  that  in  some  cases  evangelical  features  were  more  marked. 

2  After  the  exposition  given  in  Vols.  I. -IV.,  and  the  indications  in  Chap.  II.  of  this 
vol.,  I  need  not  adduce  further  evidence  that  for  the  ancient  Church  the  grace  of  God 
in  Christ  was  exhausted  in  the  gifts  received  in  baptism.     All  other  grace,  which 
was  hoped  for,  was  beset  with  uncertainty. 

3  Read  the  striking  avowals  of  II.  Clement,  the  Shepherd  of  Hermas,  Tertullian, 
the  confessions  of  monks,  and  of  the  great  theologians  of  the  fourth  century  who  were 
prevented  by  circumstances  from  becoming  monks. 
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him,  and  the  sin  no  longer  existed  ;  the  Church  could  forgive 
what  affected  its  constitution,  and  guilt  was  effaced. 

But  he  who  was  baptised  sinned  also  "  against  God."  However 
widely  the  Church  might  extend  the  circle  of  sins  in  which  she 
was  the  injured  party,  the  judge,  and  the  possessor  of  the  right 
to  pardon,  there  were  sins  against  God,  and  there  were  trans 
gressions  which  could  not  be  made  good.  Who  could  cancel 
murder  and  adultery,  or  a  misspent  life  on  the  part  of  the  bap 
tised  ?  Perhaps  even  these  sins  were  not  in  such  evil  case  ;  per 
haps  God  did  not  impute  them  to  the  baptised  at  all — though 
that  would  be  an  Epicurean  error ;  perhaps  the  power  of  the 
Church  did  not  break  on  the  rock  of  accomplished  facts  ;  perhaps 
there  were  other  means  of  grace  besides  baptism.  But  who  could 
know  this?  The  Church  created  a  kind  of  sacrament  of  penance 
in  the  third  and  fourth  centuries  ;  but  it  did  not  say  clearly  what 
was  to  be  expected  of  this  sacrament.  Did  it  reconcile  with 
the  Church  or  with  God  ;  did  it  do  away  with  sin,  guilt,  or 
punishment ;  was  it  effective  through  the  penances  of  the  peni 
tent,  or  through  the  power  of  grace  ? 1  Was  it  necessary  ?  Was 
there  in  that  case  a  sinful  state,  one  that  lasted,  when  the  dis 
position  had  changed,  when  the  will  strove  with  all  its  powers 
after  the  good  ?  Was  there  such  a  thing  as  guilt  ?  Was  not 
everything  which  man  could  do  in  accordance  with  his  nature 
involved  in  the  eternal  alternation  marked  by  good  and  evil 
actions,  by  knowledge,  repentance,  and  striving  ?  Knowledge 
and  action  decide.  The  man  of  to-day,  who  does  the  good,  has 
no  longer  anything  in  common  with  the  man  of  yesterday  who 
did  evil.  But  sins  against  God  persisted  in  troubling  them. 
Whence  came  fear,  lasting  fear  ?  The  Church  threw  its  doors 
wider  and  wider  ;  it  forgave  sin,  all  sin  ;  but  the  earnest  fled 
into  the  desert.  There  they  tried  to  succeed  by  precisely  the 
same  means  they  had  used  in  the  world,  and  their  mood 
remained  the  same — one  of  hope  and  fear.  There  was  no  con 
solation  which  was  not  confronted  by  a  three-fold  horror. 

i  Rothe  says  very  truly,  Kirchengesch.,  II.,  p.  33:  "Men  secretly  distrusted  in 
evitably  the  presupposed  purely  supernatural  and  accordingly  magical  operation  of 
God's  grace,  and  they  therefore  arranged  their  plans  on  the  eventuality  that  in  the 
end  everything  might  still  require  to  be  done  by  man  alone." 
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That  was  the  temper  of  the  ancient  Christians  from  the  day 
when  we  can  first  observe  them  in  the  wide  framework  of  the 
Roman  Empire  until  the  epoch  with  whose  dawn  we  are  here 
concerned.  The  "  evangelical  "  ideas  which  are  sometimes 
formed  of  the  nature  of  their  piety  are  not  at  all  appropriate. 
The  two  most  restless  elements  which  can  agitate  a  human 
breast,  hope  and  fear,  ruled  over  those  Christians.  These 
elements  shattered  the  world  and  built  the  Church.  Men,  in 
deed,  had  a  faith,  and  created  a  dogmatic  for  themselves  ;  but 
these  were  insufficient  to  satisfy  them  regarding  their  daily  life, 
or  any  life.  They  gave  wings  to  hope,  but  they  did  not  eradi 
cate  fear.  They  did  not  tell  what  the  sins  were  with  which  the 
Christian  daily  fights,  and  what  Christ  had  done  for  these  sins. 
They  left  those  questions  to  the  individual  conscience,  and  the 
answers  given  in  ecclesiastical  practice  were  not  answers  to 
soothe  the  heart.  The  only  sure  issue  of  the  whole  system  of 
dogmatics  was  in  the  benefits  of  baptism.  He  who  rose  from 
the  font  had  henceforth  to  go  his  way  alone.  If  he  reflected 
earnestly  he  could  not  doubt  that  all  the  Church  could  after 
wards  give  him  was  a  set  of  crutches. 

"  Against  Thee  only  have  I  sinned."  "  Thou,  Lord,  hast 
made  us  for  Thyself,  and  our  heart  is  restless,  until  it  finds  rest 
in  Thee."  "  Grant  what  Thou  dost  command,  and  command 
what  Thou  dost  desire"  fda  quod  jubes,  et  jube  quod  vis).1 
"  The  just  by  faith  will  live."  "  No  one  enjoys  what  he  knows, 
unless  he  also  loves  it,  nor  does  anyone  abide  in  that  which  he 
perceives  unless  by  love  "  (eo  quod  quisque  novit,  non  fruitur, 
nisi  et  id  diligit,  neque  quisquam  in  eo  quod  percipit  permanet 
nisi  dilectione).2  These  are  the  new  tones  sounded  by 
Augustine,  that  is  the  mighty  chord  which  he  produced  from 
Holy  Scripture,  from  the  most  profound  observations  of  human 
nature,  and  speculations  concerning  the  first  and  last  things. 
Everything  in  the  mind  that  was  without  God  was  absolutely 
sinful ;  the  only  good  thing  left  to  it  was  that  it  existed.  Sin 

1  De  pecc.  mer.  et  remiss.,  II.,  5;  Despiritu  et  lit.,  22;  see  Confessions,  X,  40,  and 
De  dono  persever.,  53.     The  substance  is  given  already  in  Soliloq.,  I.,  5:  "Jube 
quceso  atque  impera  quidquid  vis,  sed  sana  et  aperi  aures  meas."     Enchir.,  117, 
"  Fides  impetrat  quod  lex  imperat." 
De  fide  et  symb.,  19, 
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was  the  sphere  and  form  of  the  inner  life  of  every  natural  man. 
It  had  been  maintained  in  all  theological  systems  from  Paul  to 
Origen,  and  later,  that  a  great  revolt  lay  at  the  root  of  the 
present  state  of  the  human  race.  But  Augustine  was  the  first 
to  base  all  religious  feeling  and  all  theological  thought  on  this 
revolt  as  still  existent  and  damning  in  every  natural  man.  The 
Apologists  regarded  the  revolt  as  an  uncertain  datum  ;  Origen 
looked  upon  it  as  a  premundane  fatality.  To  Augustine  it  was 
the  most  vital  fact  of  the  present,  one  which,  at  work  from  the 
beginning,  determined  the  life  of  the  individual  and  of  the 
whole  race.  Further,  all  sin  was  sin  against  God ;  for  the 
created  spirit  had  only  one  lasting  relationship,  that  to  God. 
Sin  was  self-will,  the  proud  striving  of  the  heart  (superbia) ; 
therefore  it  took  the  form  of  desire  and  unrest.  In  this 
unrest,  lust,  never  quieted,  and  fear  revealed  themselves.  Fear 
was  evil  ;  but  in  this  unrest  there  was  also  revealed  the  in 
alienable  goodness  of  the  spirit  that  has  come  from  the  hand 
of  God  :  "  We  wish  to  be  happy,  and  wish  not  to  be  unhappy, 
but  neither  can  we  will."1  We  cannot  but  strive  after  blessings, 
after  happiness.  But  there  is  only  one  good,  one  happiness, 
and  one  rest.  "  It  is  a  good  thing  that  I  should  cling  to  God." 
All  is  included  in  that.  Only  in  God  as  its  element  does  the 
soul  live.  "  Oh  !  who  will  give  me  to  repose  in  Thee  ?  Oh  ! 
that  Thou  wouldest  enter  into  my  heart,  and  inebriate  it,  that  I 
may  forget  my  ills,  and  embrace  Thee,  my  only  good  !  What 
art  Thou  to  me?  Of  Thy  mercy  teach  me  to  declare  it.  What 
am  I  to  Thee  that  Thou  demandest  my  love,  and  if  I  give  it 
not,  art  angry  with  me,  and  threatenest  me  with  grievous 
miseries  ?  .  .  .  For  Thy  mercies'  sake  tell  me,  O  Lord  my  God, 
what  Thou  art  to  me.  Say  unto  my  soul  :  '  / am  thy  salvation' 
Say  it  so,  that  I  may  hear.  Behold,  Lord,  the  ears  of  my 
heart  are  before  Thee ;  open  Thou  them,  and  say  to  my  soul  : 
I  am  thy  salvation.  I  will  run  after  this  voice,  and  take  hold  on 
Thee.  Hide  not  Thy  face  from  me ;  let  me  die  seeing  it — 

1  De  Trinit.,  XIII.,  4  :  "  Felices  esse  volumus  et  infelices  esse  nolumus,  sed  nee 
velle  possumus."  De  civit.  clei,  XL,  26  :  "Tarn  porro  nemo  est  qui  esse  se  nolit, 
quam  nemo  est  qui  non  esse  beatus  velit  Quo  modo  enim  potest  beatus  esse,  si 
nihilsit?" 
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only  let  me  see  it.  Narrow  is  the  tenement  of  my  soul  ;  en 
large  Thou  it,  that  it  may  be  able  to  receive  Thee.  It  is  ruin 
ous  ;  repair  Thou  it.  Within,  it  has  these  things  that  must 
offend  Thine  eyes  ;  I  confess  and  know  ;  but  who  will  cleanse 
it  ?  or  to  whom  shall  I  cry  save  Thee  ?  "  l 

The  same  God  who  created  us  has  redeemed  us  through  Jesus 
Christ.  That  simply  means  that  he  has  restored  us  to  com 
munion  with  himself.  This  takes  place  through  grace  and  love, 
and  in  turn  through  faith  and  love.  Through  grace  which  lays 
hold  of  us  and  makes  the  unwilling  willing  (ex  nolentibus 
volentes),  which  gives  us  an  incomprehensibly  new  nature  by 
imparting  a  new  birth  ;  and  through  love,  which  strengthens  the 
weak  spirit,  and  inspires  it  with  powers  of  goodness.  Through 
faith  which  holds  to  the  saying,  "  He  who  is  just  by  faith  will 
live,"  "which  was  written  and  confirmed  by  the  all-powerful 
authority  of  apostolic  teaching  "  (quod  scriptum  est  et  apostolicae 
disciplines  robustissima  auctoritate  firmatum) ;  and  through  love, 
which  humbly  renounces  all  that  is  its  own  and  longs  for  God 
and  his  law.  Faith  and  love  spring  from  God  ;  for  they  are 
the  means  by  which  the  living  God  enables  us  to  appropriate 
him.  The  soul  regards  those  possessions,  in  which  it  has 
obtained  all  that  God  requires  of  us,  as  an  everlasting  gift  and  a 
sacred  mystery  ;  for  a  heart  equipped  with  faith  and  love  fulfils 
the  righteousness  that  is  accepted  by  God.  The  peace  of  God 
is  shed  upon  the  soul  which  has  the  living  God  for  its  friend ; 
it  has  risen  from  unrest  to  rest,  from  seeking  to  finding,  from 
the  false  freedom  to  the  free  necessity,  from  fear  to  love ;  for 
perfect  love  casts  out  fear.  It  cannot  for  a  moment  forget  that 
it  is  entangled  in  worldliness  and  sin,  as  long  as  it  lives  in  this 

1  Confess.,  I.,  5  :  Quis  mihi  dabit  acquiescere  in  te?  Quis  mihi  dabit  ut  venias  in 
cor  meum  et  inebries  illud,  ut  obliviscar  mala  mea  et  unum  bonum  amplectar  te  ? 
Quid  mihi  es  ?  Miserere,  ut  loquar.  Quid  tibi  sum  ipse,  ut  amari  te  jubeas  a  me, 
et  nisi  faciam  irascaris  mihi  et  mineris  ingentes  miserias  ?  .  .  .  Die  mihi  per  misera- 
tiones  tuas,  domine  deus  meus,  quid  sis  mihi.  Die  animse  mese  :  Salus  tua  ego  sum. 
Sic  die,  ut  audiam.  Ecce  aures  cordis  mei  ante  te,  domine  ;  aperi  eas,  et  die  animse 
mese  :  Salus  tua  ego  sum.  Curram  post  vocem  hanc  et  apprehendam  te.  Noli 
abscondere  a  me  faciem  tuam  ;  moriar  ne  moriar,  ut  earn  videam.  Angusta  est 
domus  animse  mese  quo  venias  ad  earn  ;  dilatetur  abs  te.  Ruinosa  est ;  refice  earn. 
Habet  quse  offendant  oculos  tuos  ;  fateor  et  scio  ;  sed  quis  mundabit  earn  ?  aut  cui 
alteri  prseter  te  clamabo  ? 
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world  ;  but  it  does  not  let  its  thoughts  rest  for  a  moment  on 
sin,  without  remembering  the  living  God  who  is  its  strength. 
The  misery  of  sin  overcome  by  faitJi,  humility  and  love — that  is 
Christian  piety.  In  this  temper  the  Christian  was  to  live.  He 
was  constantly  to  feel  the  pain  caused  by  sin,  separation  from 
God  ;  but  he  was  at  the  same  time  to  console  himself  with  the 
conviction  that  the  grace  of  God  had  taken  possession  of  him, 
that  the  Lord  of  heaven  and  earth  had  instilled  His  love  into 
his  heart,  and  that  this  love  worked  as  mightily  after  as  in 
baptism.1  Thus  Augustine  dethroned  the  traditional  feelings  of 
the  baptised,  fear  and  hope,  the  elements  of  unrest,  and  substi 
tuted  the  elements  of  rest,  faith,  and  love.  For  an  uncertain 
and  vacillating  notion  of  sin  he  substituted  the  perception  of  its 
power  and  horror,  for  a  still  uncertain  notion  of  grace  he  substi 
tuted  the  perception  of  its  omnipotence.  He  did  not  abolish 
hope,  he  rather  confirmed  with  all  his  power  the  old  feeling  that 
this  life  is  not  worthy  to  be  compared  with  the  glory  that  is  to 
be  revealed.  But  in  realising  and  preaching  the  rest  bestowed 
by  faith  and  love,  he  transformed  the  stormy  and  fanatical 
power  of  hope  into  a  gentle  and  sure  conviction.2 

I  have  here  reproduced  Augustine's  teaching,  as  we  find  it 
chiefly  in  his  Confessions.  This  book  has  the  advantage  of 
giving  us  an  account  which  is  not  influenced  by  any  particular 
aims.  Our  exposition  is  by  no  means  complete  ;  we  should 
require  to  add  more  than  one  caution,  in  order  to  be  perfectly 
just.3  Further,  the  description  has  intentionally  only  considered 
the  fundamental  lines,  and  given  expression  to  but  one  direction 
in  which  the  epoch-making  importance  of  Augustine  comes  to 
the  front.  But  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  the  most  decisive, 
If  we  Western  Christians  are  shut  up  to  the  conviction  that 
religion  moves  between  the  poles  of  sin  and  grace — nature  and 
grace  ;  if  we  subordinate  morality  to  faith,  in  so  far  as  we  reject 

1  Enchir.,  64:    "  Excepto  baptismatis  munere  ipsa  etiam  vita  cetera,  quantalibet 
pnepolleat  foecunditate  justitiae,  sine  peccatorum  remissione  non  agitur." 

2  We  will  afterwards  discuss  how  far  Augustine  failed  to  surmount  this  uncertainty 
and  unrest,  owing  to  the  reception  of  popular  Catholic  elements  into  his  piety. 

s  The  most  important  caution — that  Augustine  fitted  his  new  form  of  feeling  and 
reflection  into  the  old — will  be  discussed  later  on  ;  it  has  been  only  mildly  suggested 
in  the  above  exposition. 
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the  thought  of  an  independent  morality,  one  indifferent  to 
religion  ;  if  we  believe  that  it  is  necessary  to  pay  much  greater 
heed  to  the  essence  of  sin  than  to  the  forms  in  which  it  is 
manifested — fixing  our  attention  on  its  roots,  not  on  its  degrees, 
or  on  sinful  actions  ;  if  we  are  convinced  that  universal  sinfulness 
is  the  presupposition  of  religion  ;  if  we  expect  nothing  from  our 
own  powers ;  if  we  comprise  all  means  of  salvation  in  the 
thought  of  God's  grace  and  of  faith  ;  if  the  preaching  of  faith 
and  the  love  of  God  is  substituted  for  that  of  fear,  repentance, 
and  hope ; l  if,  finally,  we  distinguish  between  law  and  gospel, 
gifts  and  tasks  appointed  by  God — then  we  feel  with  the 
emotions,  think  in  the  thoughts,  and  speak  with  the  words  of 
Augustine.2 

Who  can  deny  that  in  this  way  religion  disclosed  deeper 
truths  to  feeling  and  thought,  that  the  disease  was  recognised 
more  surely,  and  the  means  of  healing  were  demonstrated  more 
reliably  ?  Who  can  mistake  the  gain  in  laying  bare  the  living 
heart,  the  need  of  the  soul,  the  living  God,  the  peace  that  exists 
in  the  disposition  to  trust  and  love  ?  Even  if  he  merely  seeks 
to  study  these  phenomena  as  a  disinterested  "  historian  of  cul 
ture,"  who  can  escape  the  impression  that  we  have  here  an 
advance,  at  least  in  psychological  knowledge,  that  can  never 

1 1  need  hardly  guard  against  the  misapprehension  that  I  represent  faith  as  not 
having  been  of  fundamental  importance  to  the  Pre-Augustinian  and  Greek  Church. 
The  question  here  is  as  to  the  feeling  and  disposition  of  the  Christian.  The  Pre- 
Augustinian  Christian  regarded  faith  as  the  self-evident  presupposition  of  the  righteous 
ness  which  he  had  to  gain  by  his  own  efforts. 

2  It  need  not  be  objected  that  this  is  the  doctrine  of  Scripture.  In  the  first  place, 
Scripture  has  no  homogeneous  doctrine  ;  secondly,  even  Paul's  range  of  thought,  to 
which  Augustine's  here  most  closely  approximates,  does  not  perfectly  coincide  with 
it.  But  we  must  undoubtedly  recognise  that  the  Augustinian  reformation  was  quite 
essentially  a  Pauline  reaction  against  the  prevailing  piety.  Augustine,  to  some  ex 
tent,  appears  as  a  second  Marcion,  see  Vol.  I.,  p.  136,  Feuter,  August.  Studien,  p. 
492  :  "  We  can  perhaps  say  that  Paulinism,  which  the  growing  Catholic  Church  only 
half-learned  to  understand,  which  Marcion  attempted  to  open  up  in  an  eccentric  one- 
sidedness  that  the  Church,  in  its  opposition  to  him,  had  all  but  rejected,  was  exploited 
by  our  Church  Father  for  the  second  time,  in  such  a  way,  that  much  hitherto  belong 
ing  to  popular  Catholicism  was  remodelled."  This  is  followed  by  a  parallel  between 
Augustine  and  Marcion.  The  triad  "  Faith,  Love,  and  Hope,"  is  Pauline,  and  occurs 
in  almost  all  Church  Fathers  ;  but  Augustine  first  made  it  fruitful  again  (perhaps  he 
learned  here  from  Jovinian). 
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again  be  lost  ?  In  fact,  history  seems  to  teach  that  the  gain  can 
never  perish  within  the  Christian  Church  ;  nay,  it  attests  more, 
it  would  appear,  than  this  :  it  tells  us  that  a  limit  has  been 
reached,  beyond  which  the  pious  mood  cannot  receive  a  further 
development.  If  we  review  all  the  men  and  women  of  the 
West  since  Augustine's  time,  whom,  for  the  disposition  that 
possessed  them,  history  has  designated  as  prominent  Christians, 
we  have  always  the  same  type  ;  we  find  marked  conviction  of 
sin,  complete  renunciation  of  their  own  strength,  and  trust  in 
grace,  in  the  personal  God  who  is  apprehended  as  the  Merciful 
One  in  the  humility  of  Christ.  The  variations  of  this  frame  of 
mind  are  indeed  numerous — we  will  speak  of  these  later  on  ; 
but  the  fundamental  type  is  the  same.  And  this  frame  of  mind 
is  taught  in  sermons  and  in  instruction  by  truly  pious  Catholics 
and  Evangelicals  ;  to  it  youthful  Christians  are  trained,  and 
dogmatics  are  framed  in  harmony  with  it.  It  always  produces 
so  powerful  an  effect,  even  where  it  is  only  preached  as  the  ex 
perience  of  others,  that  he  who  has  once  come  in  contact  with 
it  can  never  forget  it ;  it  accompanies  him  as  a  shadow  by  day 
and  as  a  light  in  the  dark  ;  he  who  imagines  that  he  has  long 
shaken  it  off  sees  it  rising  up  suddenly  before  him  again. 
Since  the  days  of  Leibnitz,  indeed,  and  the  "  Illumination,"  a 
powerful  opponent  has  grown  up,  an  enemy  that  seemed  to 
have  mastered  it  during  a  whole  century,  that  reduced  the 
Christian  religion,  when  it  gave  any  countenance  to  it  at  all, 
once  more  to  energetic  action,  and  furnished  it  with  the  foil 
of  a  cheerful  optimism,  a  mode  of  thought  which  removed  the 
living  God  afar  off,  and  subordinated  the  religious  to  the  moral. 
But  this  opponent  succumbed  in  our  century,  at  least,  within 
the  Churches,  before  the  power  of  the  old  frame  of  mind. 
Whether  this  triumph  of  Augustine  is  guaranteed  to  last,  none 
but  a  prophet  could  tell.  It  is  only  certain  that  the  constella 
tion  of  circumstances  in  the  fray  has  been  favourable  to  the 
victor. 

On  the  part  of  the  Church  no  doubt  prevails  that  the 
Augustinian  feeling  and  type  of  thought  are  alone  legitimate  in 
Christianity,  that  they  are  alone  Christian  ;  for  the  conception 
of  redemption  (by  God  himself),  in  the  sense  of  regeneration, 
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dominates  everything.  But  we  cannot  fail  to  be  puzzled  when 
we  consider  that  it  cannot  by  any  means  be  directly  deduced 
from  the  surest  words  of  Jesus,  and  that  the  ancient  and  Greek 
Church  was  ignorant  of  it.  Further,  we  cannot  but  be  doubtful 
when  we  weigh  its  consequences  ;  for  their  testimony  is  not  all 
favourable.  A  quietistic,  I  might  almost  say  a  narcotic,  element 
is  contained  in  it,  or  is,  at  least,  imperceptibly  associated  with 
it.  There  is  something  latent  in  it  which  seems  to  enervate  the 
vital  energies,  to  hinder  the  exertion  of  the  will,  and  to  substi 
tute  feelings  for  action.  Is  there  no  danger  in  substituting  a 
general  consciousness  of  sin  for  evident  evil  tendencies,  heartless 
words  and  shameful  deeds  ? *  Is  it  safe  to  rely  on  the  uniform 
operation  of  Grace,  when  we  are  called  to  be  perfect  and  holy 
like  God  ?  Are  all  the  energies  of  the  Will  actually  set  free, 
where  the  soul  lives  constantly  in  the  mood  shown  in  the 
"  Confessions  "  ?  Are  fear  and  hope  really  phases,  necessarily 
to  be  superseded  by  faith  and  love  ?  Perhaps  it  is  correct  to 
answer  all  these  questions  in  accordance  with  the  type  of 
thought  here  considered  ;  but  even  then  a  doubt  remains. 
Is  it  advisable — apart  from  the  variety  in  men's  temperaments 
— to  present  this  ideal  as  the  aim  at  all  stages  of  spiritual 
development  ?  Here,  at  least,  the  answer  cannot  be  doubtful. 
That  which  is  the  last  stage  reached  by  the  advanced  Christian 
who  has  passed  through  a  rich  experience  is  a  refinement  to  him 
who  is  in  process  of  development.  But  a  refined  piety  or 
morality  is  always  pernicious  ;  for  it  no  longer  starts  at  the 
point  of  duty  and  conscience.  It  deceives  regarding  our  need 
and  its  satisfaction.  And  since  it  is  strong  enough  to  fascinate, 
and  can  also  be  comprehended  as  a  doctrine  by  an  intelligence 
that  is  far  from  advanced,  in  order,  once  comprehended,  never 
to  pass  away  again,  so  it  can  become  dangerous  to  morality,  and 
therefore  also  to  piety.  For,  after  all,  in  both  these  spheres, 

1 1  say  nothing  of  the  arrogant  habit  of  those  who,  because  they  agree  with  the 
Augustinian  doctrine,  not  only  openly  credit  themselves  with  possessing  "positive" 
Christianity,  but  also  denounce  their  opponents  as  "half-believers."  For  this  non 
sense  Augustine  is  not  responsible,  and  it  only  made  its  appearance  in  the  nineteenth 
century.  It  is  only  in  our  days  that  evangelical  Christendom  has  permitted  itself  to 
be  terrorised  by  people  who  bear  the  deeper  "  knowledge  of  sin  "  as  a  motto,  and 
with  this  shield  guard  themselves  against  the  counsel  to  be  just  and  modest. 
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that  only  has  any  value  which  heightens  the  power  to  be  and 
do  good  ;  everything  else  is  a  poisonous  fog.  Perhaps,  if  we 
consider  the  matter  fairly,  no  feeling  or  mood,  and  no  theory  of 
the  factors  in  the  religious  process,  are  alone  legitimate.  As 
man  requires  sleep  and  wakefulness,  so  also  he  must,  if  he  is  to 
preserve  his  moral  and  religious  life  in  health,  alternate  between 
the  sense  of  his  freedom  and  power  and  that  of  his  bondage  and 
helplessness,  between  the  sense  of  full  moral  responsibility  and 
the  conviction  that  he  is  a  favoured  child  of  God.  Or  is  there  a 
way  of  so  grasping  Augustine's  type  of  feeling  and  thought, 
that  it  may  fashion  faith  into  the  strongest  lever  of  moral 
energy  and  action  ?  Are  not  the  difficulties  that  rise  against  his 
type  of  piety  due  perhaps  just  to  his  not  having  developed  it  forcibly 
and  absolutely  enough  ? 

This  question  will  obtain  its  answer  later  on.  Here  we  have 
to  point  out  that  the  dissemination  of  the  religious  views, 
peculiar  to  Augustine,  was  not  in  every  respect  beneficial. 
They  constituted  his  greatness  ;  they  conducted  him  to  the 
wonderful  path  he  trod  ;  they  led  him  to  conceive  redemption 
no  longer  as  a  solitary  intervention,  by  means  of  baptism,  in 
the  course  of  human  life,  but  as  the  element  in  which  the  soul 
lived — baptismal  grace  being  therefore  a  continuously  operative 
force.  "  Personal  characteristics "  lie  beyond  the  sphere  of 
errors  and  truths  ;  they  may  be  erroneous,  looked  at  from  with 
out,  true  from  within.  They  may  for  that  very  reason  be  even 
hurtful  as  influences,  for  "  when  they  introduce  disproportion 
ately  what  is  foreign,  the  question  arises,  how  these  adventitious 
peculiarities  harmonise  with  those  that  are  native  to  the  soul, 
and  whether  by  the  very  act  of  mingling  they  do  not  produce  a 
sickly  condition." x  Nevertheless,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
Augustine  submitted  the  traditional  religious  feeling  to  as 
thorough-going  a  revision  as  is  conceivable,  and  even  he  who  is 
not  in  a  position  to  praise  it  unreservedly  will  not  seek  to 
minimise  its  benefits.2 

1  Compare  Goethe  in  his  wonderful  reflections  on  Sterne,  Werke  (Hempel's  Ed.), 
Vol.  XXIX.,  p.  749  f. 

2  Augustine's  Exposition  of  the  Church  I  neither  count  one  of  his  greater  achieve 
ments,  nor  can  I  hold  it  to  be  the  central  idea  which  determines  what  is  essential  to  him. 
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II.  No  one  was  further  than  Augustine  from  intending  to 
correct  the  tradition  of  the  Church.  If  he  has  done  this  so 
emphatically,  he  was  himself  merely  actuated  by  the  feeling 
that  he  was  thus  assimilating  more  and  more  thoroughly  the 
faith  of  the  Church.  Having  forced  his  way  through  scepticism 
to  the  truth  of  the  Catholic  Church,  he  regarded  the  latter  as 
the  rock  on  which  his  faith  was  founded.  We  should  misunder 
stand  him  were  we  to  blink  this  fact.  He  rather  sets  us  reflect 
ing  how  it  was  possible  for  the  most  vital  piety  to  have  a  double 
ground  of  conviction,  inner  experience,  and  external,  nay,  ex 
tremely  external,  attestation.  We  can  make  a  still  stronger 
assertion.  Augustine  first  transformed  the  aittlwrity  of  the 
ChurcJi  into  a  factor  in  religion;  he  first  expressed  pious  con 
templation,  the  view  of  God  and  self,  in  such  a  way  that  the 
religious  man  always  found  the  authority  of  the  Church  side  by 
side  with  sin  and  grace.1  Paul  and  post-apostolic  teachers, 
especially  Tertullian,  had,  indeed,  already  introduced  the  Church 
into  the  religious  relationship  itself;2  but  they  were  not  think 
ing  of  its  authority. 

When  we  fix  our  attention  on  Augustine's  distinctive  type 
of  Christian  piety  as  the  foundation  of  his  significance  for 
Church  and  dogmatic  history,  we  must  not  only  consider  the 
decisive  tendency  of  his  doctrine  of  sin  and  grace,  but  we  must 
also  review  his  reception  and  characteristic  revision  of  traditional 
elements.  For  from  these  his  piety,  i.e.,  his  sense  of  God,  and 
sin  and  erace,  obtained  the  form  which  is  familiar  to  us  as 

o  ' 

specifically  Catholic.     In  addition  to  (i)  the  above-mentioned 
element  of  the  authority  of  the  Church,  there  are,  if  my  view  is 

1  Renter  says  excellently  (I.e.,  p.  494) :  "  Many  phases  of  the  hitherto  traditional 
and  authoritative  doctrine  were  transformed  by  him  into  really  religious  factors  ;  he 
effected  a  revolution  in  the  religious  consciousness  in  those  circles  in  and  upon  which 
he  worked,  yet  without  seeking  to  endanger  its  Catholicity."     Cf.,  also  p.  102  (71- 
98)  :    "  Much,    but   very   far  from  all,  that  belonged  to    popular  Catholicism  was 
revised  by  Augustine." 

2  See  De  bapt.,  6  :  "  Cum  antem  sub  tribus  et  testatio  fidei  et  sponsio  salutis  pig- 
nerentur,  necessario  adicitur  ecclesiae  mentio,  quoniam  ubi  tres,  id  est  paler  et  films 
et  spiritus  sanctus,  ibi  ecclesia,  quse  trium  corpus  est."     De  orat. ,  2  :  "  Pater   .    .    . 
filius   .    .    .    ne  mater  quidam  ecclesia  preeteritur.     Si  quidem  in  filio  et  patre  mater 
recognoscitur,  dequa  constat  et  patris  et  filii  nomen."     De  monog.,  7  :  "  Vivit  enim 
unicus  pater  noster  et  mater  ecclesia."     All  this  is  based  on  the  Symbol. 
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correct,  other  three  ;  (2)  the  confusion  of  personal  relationship  to 
God  with  a  sacramental  communication  of  grace  ;  (3)  uncertainty 
as  to  the  nature  of  faith  and  the  forgiveness  of  sins ;  (4)  un 
certainty  as  to  the  significance  of  the  present  life.  Even  in  the 
way  he  felt  and  wrote  about  these  things  he  created  new  states 
of  feeling ;  but  they  appear  merely  to  be  modifications  of  the 
old  ;  or,  rather,  he  first  enabled  the  old  moods  fully  to  under 
stand  themselves,  in  other  words,  enriched  them  from  the  dead 
material  which  they  brought  with  them.  This  exerted  in  turn  a 
very  strong  influence  on  the  fundamental  feeling — the  sense  of 
sin  and  grace,  and  first  gave  it  the  form  which  enabled  it  to 
take  possession  of  souls,  without  creating  a  revolution,  or  pro 
ducing  a  violent  breach  with  tradition. 

In  the  sequel  we  only  discuss  the  fundamental  features  of 
these  four  elements. x 

I.  Augustine  introduced  the  authority  of  the  Church  as  a 
religious  factor  for  two  reasons.  Like  the  thought  of  redemp 
tion,  the  significance  of  the  Church  seems,  on  a  superficial  ex 
amination,  to  have  received  so  sovereign  and  fixed  an  impress  in 
the  conception  formed  by  the  ancient  Catholic  and  Greek 
Fathers,  that  any  further  accentuation  of  it  is  impossible.  But, 
if  we  look  more  closely,  redemption  was  presented  as  a  solitary 

1  We  don't  need  now  to  say  for  the  first  time  that  Augustine  was  as  closely  as  pos 
sible  united  to  the  past  of  the  Church  in  all  else  (Scripture,  doctrinal  confession,  etc.). 
Besides  this,  he  shared  with  his  contemporaries  in  the  conception  of  the  Church's 
science  in  its  relation  to  faith,  and  had  on  many  points  as  naive  ideas  as  they  of  the 
limits  and  scope  of  knowledge.  If  he  possessed  the  faculty  of  psychological  observa 
tion  in  a  much  higher  degree  than  his  predecessors,  he  retained  the  absolute  type  of 
thought,  and,  with  all  the  sceptical  reserve  which  he  practised  in  single  questions,  he 
further  developed  that  conglomerate  of  cosmology,  ethics,  mythology,  and  rationalism, 
which  was  then  called  science.  So  also  he  was  implicated  in  all  the  prejudices  of 
contemporary  exegesis.  It  is  to  be  added,  finally,  that,  although  less  credulous  than 
his  contemporaries,  he  was,  like  Origen,  involved  in  the  prejudices,  the  mania  for 
miracles,  and  the  superstition  of  the  age.  His  works,  sober  in  comparison  with  many 
other  elaborations  of  the  epoch,  are  yet  full  of  miracles.  A  slave  learns  to  read  in 
answer  to  prayer,  in  three  days,  and  without  human  help  ;  and  we  have  divine  judg 
ments,  miracle-working1  relics,  etc.  He  certainly  made  the  absurd  indispensable  to 
the  Church.  Since  Augustine's  time  there  are  wholly  absurd  Church  doctrines,  whose 
abandonment  would  not  be  without  danger,  because  they  have  excited,  or  at  least 
have  supported,  like  the  vine-pole,  the  virtues  of  conscientiousness,  strictness  in  self- 
examination,  and  tenderness  of  soul  (see,  e.g.,  his  doctrine  of  original  sin).  But  like 
all  absurdities,  they  have  also  excited  blind  fanaticism  and  fearful  despair. 
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intervention,  and  the  significance  of  the  Church  was  exhausted 
in  the  fact  that,  while  it  was  the  presupposition  of  Christian  life 
and  the  guarantee  of  Christian  truth,  it  did  not  enter  into  the 
separate  acts  in  which  the  religious  and  moral  life  ran  its 
spiritual  course.  Here  also  Rothe's  saying  is  true  that  Chris 
tians  tacitly  "  laid  their  plans  to  meet  the  chance  that  in  the  end 
everything  might  require  to  be  done  by  men  alone."  These 
"  plans  "  were  based  since  the  days  of  the  Apologists  on  the 
optimistic  conception  of  the  inalienable  goodness  of  human 
nature,  and  the  demonstrability  (clearness  and  intelligibility)  of 
the  Christian  religion.  The  course  of  a  spontaneously  moral  life 
was  ultimately  modified,  neither  by  the  doctrine  of  redemption 
nor  by  that  of  the  Church. 

In  both  these  respects  Augustine's  experience  had  led  to 
wholly  different  conclusions.  His  conflict  with  himself  had  con 
vinced  him  of  the  badness  of  human  nature,  and  Manichaism 
had  left  him  in  complete  doubt  as  to  the  foundations  and  truth  of 
the  Christian  faith.1  His  confidence  in  the  rationality  of 
Christian  truth  had  been  shaken  to  the  very  depths,  and  it  was 
never  restored.  In  other  words,  as  an  individual  thinker  he 
never  gained  the  subjective  certitude  that  Christian  truth 
and  as  such  everything  contained  in  the  two  Testaments 
had  to  be  regarded,  was  clear,  consistent,  and  demon 
strable.2  When  he  threw  himself  into  the  arms  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  he  was  perfectly  conscious  that  he  needed  its 


1  See  Reuter,  I.e.  p.  490  f. 

2  The  few  tendencies  to  this  conception,  which   are  also  found  in  his  works,  are 
always  combined  with  that  neutralising  of  the  historical  displayed  by  the  Apologists. 
We  cannot  here  discuss  more  fully  this  undercurrent  in  his  writings.     But  it  is  im 
portant  to  show  clearly  the  main  current,  namely,  that  scholars  were  by  no  means  con 
fident  of  the  rationality  of  the  Catholic  faith.     The  attacks  made  by  heathens  and 
Manicheeans  had  shaken  them.     Some  speak,  partly  with  self-satisfaction,  partly  with 
pain,  of  "  modern  "  doubts  of  the  faith  of  the  Church.     But  these  doubts  are  so  far 
from   modern   that  the  creation  of  the  Augustinian  and  mediaeval   authority  of  the 
Church  is  their  work.     That  ecclesiasticism  is  so  powerful,  nay,  has  become  a  dog 
matic  quantity,  is  due  to  the  defective  morality  of  Christians  in  the  second  and  third 
centuries,  and  to  their  defective  faith  in  the  fourth  and  fifth.     The  distinction  between 
Justin  and  Augustine  is  in  this  respect  much  greater  than  that  between  Augustine  and 
a  Christian  of  the  sixteenth  or  nineteenth  centuries. 
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authority,  not  to  sink  in  scepticism  or  nihilism.1  For  example, 
nothing  but  the  authority  of  the  Church  could  remove  the 
stumbling-blocks  in  the  Old  Testament.  The  thousand  doubts 
excited  by  theology,  and  especially  Christology,  could  only  be 
allayed  by  the  Church.  As  regards  the  former  case,  allegorical 
interpretation,  of  course,  helped  to  get  one  over  the  difficulties  ; 
but  it  (as  contrasted  with  the  literal  which  solves  everything; 
did  not  justify  itself;  the  Church  alone  gave  the  right  to  apply 
it.  Tlie  Church  guaranteed  tJie  truth  of  the  faith,  where  the  indi 
vidual  could  not  perceive  it ;  that  is  the  new  thought  whose  open 
declaration  proves  the  thinker's  scepticism,  as  well  as  the  man's 
love  of  truth.  He  would  not  impose  upon  himself;  he  would 
not  become  the  sophist  of  his  faith.  Openly  he  proclaimed  it  : 
I  believe  in  many  articles  only  on  the  Church's  authority  ; 
nay,  I  believe  in  the  Gospel  itself  merely  on  the  same  ground.2 
Thereby  the  Church  had  gained  an  enormous  importance,  an 
importance  which  it  was  henceforth  to  retain  in  Western 
Catholicism  ;  upon  it,  an  entity  above  all  incomprehensible — 
for  what  and  where  is  the  Church  ? — a  great  part  of  the  respon 
sibility  was  rolled,  which  had  hitherto  to  be  borne  by  the 
individual.  Thus  henceforth  the  Church  had  its  part  in  every 
act  of  faith.  By  this,  however,  a  vast  revolution  was  brought 
about  in  the  relation  to  the  "  faith  which  is  believed  "  (fides 
quae  creditur).  Acts  of  fait /t  were,  at  the  same  time,  acts  of 
obedience.  The  difficulties  were  recognised  which  the  Alex 
andrians  overcame  by  distinguishing  between  exoteric  and 

1  See  the  middle  Books  of  the  Confessions,  e.g.,  VI.,  n  :  "  Scripture  sanctse,  quas 
ecclesioi  catholicrc  commendat  auctoritas."     VI.,   7  :    "  Libris  tuis,  quos   tanta  in 
omnibus  fere  gentibus  auctoritate  fundasti.   .  .   .   Non  audiendos  esse,  si  qui  forte 
mihi  dicerent ;  unde  scis  illos  lihros  unius  veri  et  veracissimi  dei  spiritu  esse  humano 
generi  ministratos  ?  idipsum  enim  viaxiine  cndendum  erat."     VI.,  8  :   "  Ideoquecum 
essemus  infirmi  ad  inveniendam  liquida  ratione  veritatem,  et  ob  hoc  nobis  opus  esset 
auctoritate  sanctarum  Htterarum,  jam  credere  coeperam  nullo  modo  te  fuisse  tributu- 
rum  tam  excellentem  illi  scripturce  per  omnes  jam  terras  auctoritatem,  nisi  et  per 
ipsam  tibi  credi  et  per  ipsam  te  quoeri  voluisses.     Jam  enim  absuiditatem  qua;  me  in 
illis  Htteris  solebat  offendere,  cum   multa  ex  eis  probabiliter  exposita  audissem,  ad 
sacramentorum  altitudinem  referebam."    See  also  the  treatise  De  utilit.  credendi,  and, 
in  general,  the  writings  against  Manichaeism. 

2  Contra  Ep.  Manicha'i,  5  :  "  Ego  vero  evangelio  non  crederem,  nisi  me  catholics 
(ecclesiae)  commoveret  auctoritas."     Innumerable  parallels  exist,  especially  in  the 
writings  against  Manicha:ism,  but  also  elsewhere. 


CHAP.  III.]       AUGUSTINE   AS   REFORMER   OF   PIETY.  8 1 

esoteric  religion,  but  this  distinction  was  itself  rejected.  In  its 
place  was  now  openly  proclaimed  what  had  long — especially  in 
the  West  (see  ch.  I.,  Scripture  and  Dogma  as  Law) — been 
secretly  the  expedient  of  thousands  :  partial  renunciation  of  in 
dependent  faith,  and  the  substitution  for  it  of  obedience.  It  is 
obvious  that  thus  a  great  body  of  dogmas,  or  of  the  contents  of 
Scripture,  was  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  believing  subject, 
that  a  wholly  different  relation  to  them  was  introduced,  that,  in 
a  word,  the  doctrines  of  Scripture  and  the  Church  obtained  a 
new  meaning.  Augustine  was  the  father  of  the  conception  of 
implicit  faith  (fides  implicita),  by  associating  with  the  individual 
believer  the  Church,  with  which  he  believes  and  which  believes 
for  him,  in  as  far  as  it  takes  the  place  for  him  in  many  points  of 
a  psychological  element  of  faith,  namely,  inner  conviction.  In 
openly  proclaiming  this  conception,  which,  as  has  been  said, 
already  lurked  in  darkness,  Augustine,  on  the  one  hand,  dis 
burdened  individual  faith,  and  directed  it  more  energetically  to 
those  spheres  in  which  it  could  rest  without  difficulties,  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  introduced  all  the  evil  consequences  which 
spring  from  faith  in  authority.1 

However,  this  championship  of  faith  in  authority  had  an  addi 
tional  root,  in  the  case  of  Augustine,  besides  scepticism.  Tradi 
tion  and  grace  are  connected  by  secret  ties.  A  genius,  who  was 
never  a  sceptic,  and  who  was  therefore  never  possessed  by  a 
mania  for  authority,  has  confessed  :  "  The  dew  in  which  I  bathe 
and  find  health  is  tradition,  is  grace."  Augustine  was  also  led, 
both  as  a  psychologist  and  a  Christian  of  living  faith,  to  tradi 
tion  and  therewith  to  the  Church.  In  breaking  with  moralism, 
he  broke  too  with  the  individualism  and  atomism  of  the  ancient 
school.  The  "  mass  of  perdition "  (massa  perditionis)  was 
always  confronted  for  him  by  grace  (gratia)  as  a  force  working 
in  history.  I  will  not  here  yet  go  into  his  notion  of  the  Church  ; 
it  is  certain  that  he  possessed  a  lively  sense  that  all  great  bene- 

1  Reuter,  who  by  no  means  over-values  the  importance  of  the  idea  of  the  Church  in 
Augustine,  declares  (p.  499)  :  "  By  Augustine  the  idea  of  the  Church  was  rendered 
the  central  power  in  the  religious  state  of  mind  and  ecclesiastical  activity  of  the 
West  in  a  fashion  unknown  to  the  East."  "Central  power"  is  almost  saying  too 
much  (see  Theol.  Lit.— Zeit.,  1887,  No.  15). 
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fits,  even  communion  with  God  himself,  were  attached  to 
historical  tradition,  and  it  is  manifest  that  religious  individualism, 
as  developed  by  him,  was  paralleled  by  and  compatible  with  a 
conception,  according  to  which  the  individual  was  supported  by 
other  persons,  and  by  forces  in  the  direction  of  goodness  which 
he  received  through  a  visible  medium.  Augustine  concentrated 
this  correct  historical  conception  in  the  idea  of  the  Church.  It 
was  to  him  the  organism  and — for  the  individual — the  womb  of 
grace  ;  it  was  further  the  communion  of  righteousness  and  love  ; 
and  he  felt  this  significance  of  the  Church  in  his  most  personal 
piety  much  more  acutely  than  any  one  before  him. 

But  the  sceptic  who  needs  the  authority  of  the  Church,  and 
the  Christian  of  quick  feeling  and  sure  observation,  who 
perceives  and  prizes  the  value  of  Church  communion,  do  not  part 
company.  There  has  never  yet  existed  in  the  world  a  strong 
religious  faith,  which  has  not  appealed,  at  some  decisive  point  or 
other,  to  an  external  authority.  It  is  only  in  the  colourless  ex 
positions  of  religious  philosophers,  or  the  polemical  systems  of 
Protestant  theologians,  that  a  faith  is  constructed  which  derives 
its  certitude  exclusively  from  its  own  inner  impulses.  These 
undoubtedly  constitute  \h&  force  by  which  it  exists  and  is  pre 
served.  But  are  not  conditions  necessary,  under  which  this  force 
becomes  operative  ?  Jesus  Christ  appealed  to  the  authority  of 
the  Old  Testament,  ancient  Christians  to  the  evidence  of  pro 
phecy,  Augustine  to  the  Church,  and  Luther  himself  to  the 
written  Word  of  God.  Only  academic  speculation  thinks  that 
it  can  eliminate  external  authority  ;  life  and  history  show  that 
no  faith  is  capable  of  convincing  men  or  propagating  itself, 
which  does  not  include  obedience  to  an  external  authority,  or 
fails  to  be  convinced  of  its  absolute  power.  The  only  point  is 
to  determine  the  rightful  authority,  and  to  discover  the  just 
relationship  between  external  and  internal  authority.  Were  it 
otherwise,  we  should  not  be  weak,  helpless  beings.  We  cannot 
think  too  highly  of  the  nobility  of  human  talents;  but  they  are  not 
lofty  enough  to  enable  men  so  to  appropriate  the  sum  of  all  the 
ideal  elements  which  compose  the  inner  life,  that  these  simply 
grow  with  the  growth  of  the  soul,  or  become  its  product. 
Above  all,  the  thought  of  God,  the  thought  of  the  love  of  God, 
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can  never  receive  an  irrefragable  certainty,  without  being  sup 
ported  by  an  external  authority.  It  is  not  a  false  view  of 
religion  that  the  restless  quest  of  the  soul  only  ceases  when 
there  has  dawned  upon  it  an  authority  whose  validity  is  inde 
pendent  of  the  degree  of  strength  with  which  its  justification  is 
felt  within  the  breast}- 

All  this  Augustine  perceived  and  expressed.  Therefore  "  the 
traditional,  exclusively  authoritative  doctrine"  of  the  Church 
was  transformed  by  him  into  a  conception,  according  to  which 
the  Church  is  a  religious  factor.  By  this,  however,  the  distinc 
tive  character  of  piety  itself  received  a  new  definition.2 

2.  The  perception  that  religion  is  the  possession  of  the  living 
God,  a  personal  relationship  between  the  soul  and  God,  is  con 
spicuous  in  Augustine's  Confessions,  but  also  in  other  writings 
by  him.  That  nothing  but  God  himself  could  give  the  soul 
rest  and  peace  is  the  fundamental  note  of  the  Confessions  : 
"  Say  unto  my  soul :  I  am  thy  salvation."  His  great  place  in 

1  This  argument  has  been  very  badly  received  by  some  critics,  but  I  find  nothing  to 
change  in  it.     Perhaps  it  will  help  to  its  being  understood  if  I  add  that  the  spiritual 
man  is  directly  conscious  of  the  Divine  Spirit  as  his  Lord — who  constrains  him  to 
obedience,  even  where  he  himself  does  not  perceive  the  inner  authority — but  the  non- 
spiritual  require  some  sort  of  intervening  authority,  whether  consisting  in  persons,  or  a 
book,  or  Church.     But  in  both  cases  we  are  dealing  with  a  controlling  power,  whose 
authority  rises  above  one's  own  individuality  and  knowledge.     I  hope  that  in  disclos 
ing  this  state  of  the  case  I  am  safe  from  being  (wrongly)  understood  to  draw  a  fixed 
line  between  the  spiritual  and  non-spiritual.     Throughout  it  is  only  a  question  of  the 
proportion  in  which  the  apocalyptic  and  mediated  elements  appear  and  are  connected 
in  personal  religion.     Even  the  spiritual  man  who  holds  direct  communion  with  God 
has,  as  history  shows,  extremely  seldom,  perhaps  never  entirely,  freed  himself  from 
all  intermediate  authority  ;  on  the  contrary,  he  has  clung  to  it  firmly,  in  spite  of  his 
intercourse  with  the  Deity.     This  is  not  the  place  to  explain  this  phenomenon  ;  but 
personal  religion  is  not  shown  to  be  valueless  by  its  being  proved    that  its  authorities 
are  not  sound  (against  Baumann,  Die  Grundfrage  der  Religion,  1895,  p.  21  f. ).     The 
important  point  is  what  the  pious  man  has  derived  from  his  authorities. 

2  It  is  only  to  a  superficial  observer  that  Eastern  Christians  seem  to  cling  more 
strongly  to  the  Church  than  Western.     In  the  East  the  historical  course  of  events 
welded  ecclesiasticism  and  nationality  into  one,  and  the  internal  development  made 
the  cultus  of  the  Church  the  chief  matter.     But  what  other  role  does  the  Church  play 
in  personal  piety  than  being  the  scene  of  Christian  life,  the  teacher  of  doctrine,  and 
the  administrator  of  the  mysteries  ?     All  these  are,  in  fact,  presupposed  conditions  ; 
in  the  West,  on  the  contrary,  the  Church  has  thrust  itself  into  all  relations  and  points 
of  contact  of  the  pious  soul  to  God  and  Christ,  as  far  as  the  Augustinian  tradition  is 
accepted. 
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the  history  of  piety  is  bound  up  with  this  perception,  as  we  find 
it  attached  to  Rom.  VIII.,  31-39.  He  is  to  be  compared,  in 
this  also,  to  the  great  Alexandrians,  especially  Clement.  But 
as  Augustine  did  not  merely  reach  this  conclusion  by  means  of 
a  laborious  speculation,  so  it  assumed  a  much  more  forcible  and 
purer  form  in  his  life  and  works  than  in  theirs.1 

But  the  sure  application  of  what  is  simplest  in  dogma  is  ever 
the  hardest  thing.  Augustine  found  himself  confronted  by  a 
tradition  which  taught  that  men  enjoyed  intercourse  with  God 
through  laivs  and  communications  of  grace  ;  nay,  the  prevailing 
tradition  was  constantly  in  danger  of  reducing  the  latter  to  the 
former.  In  opposition  to  this,  a  great  advance  was  at  once 
made  by  insisting  on  the  distinction  between  law  and  gospel, 
commands  and  grace.  We  now  perceive  that  Augustine  sub 
stantially  limited  himself  to  this  in  his  polemical  dogmatic  writ 
ings.  That  is,  he  was  not  in  a  position  to  translate  into  his 
dogmatic  theory  the  vital  perception  that  God  himself,  as  he 
appeared  in  Christ,  was  the  possession  of  the  soul.  He  substan 
tially  left  standing  the  old  scheme  that  God  came  to  man's  assist 
ance,  like  a  benevolent  judge  Tvith  acts  of  pardon,  or  like  a 
physician  ^v^th  medicines.  In  other  words,  he  gave  the  force  of 
absolute  conviction  to  what  had  been  uncertain,  viz.,  that  God 
operates  continuously  by  a  mysterious  and  omnipotent  imparta- 
tion  of  grace,  i.e.,  by  powers  of  grace.2  Thus  grace  (gratia  per 
Christum)  preserved  even  with  him  an  objective  character,  and 

1  Let  anyone  read  attentively  the  Confessions  B.  VII.  and  VIII.,  as  also  the  writ 
ings  and  epistles  composed  immediately  after  his  conversion,  and  he  will  find  that 
Augustine's  Neoplatonism  had  undoubtedly  a  share  in  giving  him  this  perception. 
But  he  was  brought  to  it  in  a  much  higher  degree  by  his  inner  experience,  and  the 
reading  of  Paul  and  the  Psalms.  The  Psalmists'  piety  was  revived  in  him  (see  esp. 
Confess.,  IX.,  8-12).  His  style  even  was  modelled  on  theirs.  In  Clement  of  Alex, 
and  Origen,  Neoplatonic  speculation,  on  the  contrary,  prevailed.  Even  in  the 
most  glorious  of  their  expositions,  in  which  the  power  of  feeling  is  clearly  conspicu 
ous,  we  cannot  forget  the  speculative  path  by  which  they  thought  they  had  attained 
to  the  possession  of  God. 

The  final  ground  of  this  view  with  Augustine  consists  naturally  in  the  fact  that  he 
never  wholly  got  rid  of  the  old  Catholic  scheme  that  the  ultimate  concern  of  Christi 
anity  was  to  transform  human  nature  physically  and  morally  for  eternal  life.  He 
took  a  great  step  forward  ;  but  he  was  not  able  to  give  clear  expression  to  the 
Pauline  thought  that  the  whole  question  turned  on  forgiveness  of  sins  and  sonship  to 
God,  or  to  frame  all  dogmatics  in  harmony  with  it. 
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in  his  controversy  with  Donatists  and  Pelagians  he  completely 
developed  this  view  of  grace  in  connection  with  his  doctrines  of 
the  Church  and  sacraments.  He  understood  how  to  harmonise 
this,  in  his  own  feeling  and  self-criticism,  with  the  conviction 
that  the  question  involved  was  the  possession  of  the  living  God. 
But  as  teacher  of  piety  he  did  not  succeed  in  doing  so  ;  indeed, 
we  can  say  that,  just  because  he  laid  all  emphasis  on  grace 
through  Christ,  while  conceiving  it  to  consist  in  portions  or  in 
stalments  of  grace,  he  was  the  means  of  establishing,  along  with 
the  perception  of  its  importance  as  beginning,  middle,  and  end, 
the  delusion  that  grace  had  an  objective  character.  His  age 
could  understand,  though  with  a  great  effort,  his  exposition  of 
grace,  as  something  imparted  by  the  sacraments  or  the  Church. 
//  could  bring  that  down  to  its  own  level.  The  magical  element 
which  adhered  to  this  conception,  the  external  solidity  which 
the  notion  of  grace  received  in  the  sacrament,  the  apparent 
clearness  of  the  view,  the  possibility  of  instituting  theological 
computations  with  sin  and  grace — all  these  phases  in  the 
Augustinian  doctrine  of  grace  were  greedily  seized.  Thus,  in 
making  grace  the  foundation  and  centre  of  all  Christian  theo 
logical  reflection,  it  was  due  to  his  way  of  thinking  that  the 
living  God  and  the  personality  of  Christ  lost  ground  in  the  con 
sciousness  of  the  Church  he  influenced.  The  believer  had  to  do 
with  the  inheritance  left  by  Christ,  with  what  he  had  gained, 
with  his  merit,  but  not  with  Christ  himself.  The  love  of  God 
was  instilled  into  the  soul  in  portions  ;  but  Augustine  did  not 
perceive  that  dogmatic  was  imperfect,  nay,  formed  a  hindrance 
to  religion,  as  long  as  the  supreme  place  was  withheld  from 
the  principle  :  "  Our  heart  is  restless,  until  it  rests  in  Thee'' 
The  violent  agitation  which  he  had  himself  experienced,  the 
crisis  in  which  the  sole  question  was  whether  he  should  or 
should  not  find  God  to  be  his  God,  he  has  extremely  imper 
fectly  expressed  in  the  dogmatic  theory  of  his  later  period.  He 
poured  the  new  wine  into  old  bottles,  and  was  thus  partly  to 
blame  for  the  rise  of  that  Catholic  doctrine  of  grace,  which  is 
perhaps  the  most  dreadful  part  of  Catholic  dogmatics  ;  for  "  the 
corruption  of  the  best  is  the  worst "  (corruptio  optimi  pessima). 
When  a  Roman  Catholic  dogmatist  very  recently  called  the 


86  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA.  [CHAP.  III. 

doctrine  of  grace  "  thorny  ground,"  this  description  alone  must 
have  sufficed  to  show  every  common-sense  Christian  that  the 
whole  treatment  of  this  main  article  had  stumbled  on  a  false 
path  since  the  days  of  Augustine.  Could  there  be  a  sadder  ad 
mission  than  this,  that  reflection  on  what  God  grants  the  soul 
in  Christ  leads  us  among  nothing  but  thorns  ?  And  could  we 
conceive  a  greater  contrast  than  that  which  exists  between  the 
sayings  of  Jesus  and  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  grace  ?  But  Pro 
testantism,  in  its  actual  form,  need  not  boast  of  having  sur 
mounted  this  pernicious  Catholic  doctrine.  As  it  rests  on  the 
Augustinian  doctrine  of  grace  in  the  good  sense  of  the  term, 
and  is  distinguished  thereby  as  Western  Christianity  from 
Eastern,  it  also  bears  the  greatest  part  of  the  burden  of  this 
doctrine,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  the  same  dangers  as 
Catholicism.  It  runs  the  risk  of  concealing  the  personal  Christ 
by  grace  and  the  sacraments,  of  hedging  in  the  living  God 
through  grace  itself,  and  of  setting  up  calculations  about  grace 
which  make  an  account  out  of  what  is  freest  and  holiest,  and 
either  dull  the  soul  or  leave  it  in  unrest. 

But  as  Augustine  knew,  for  his  part,  by  what  his  soul  lived, 
and  was  able  to  testify  to  it  in  words  that  lived,  and,  indeed,  in 
some  of  his  discussions  also  doctrinally,  he  exerted  a  powerful 
influence  in  this  respect,  too,  on  posterity.  He  became  the 
father  not  only  of  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  grace,  but  also  of 
that  mysticism  which  was  naturalised  in  the  Catholic  Church, 
down  to  the  Council  of  Trent,  indeed,  till  the  Jansenist  contro 
versy.  In  more  than  a  hundred  passages  of  his  works,  above 
all  by  his  Christian  personality,  he  incited  men  to  gain  a  life 
with  God,  within  which  they  apprehended  the  personal  God  in 
grace.  We  may  here  also  recall  his  doctrine  of  predestination. 
One  of  its  roots  indisputably  grew  out  of  the  thought  of  the 
supremacy  of  personal  relationship  to  God.  It  was  understood, 
too  in  this  way,  wherever  it  was  the  means  in  after-times  of 
obviating  the  pernicious  consequences  of  the  Church  doctrine  of 
grace  and  sacraments.  But  there  can  undoubtedly  be  no  mistake, 
that  wherever  Augustine  threw  into  the  background  his  question 
able  doctrine  of  grace,  he  at  once  also  incurred  the  danger  of  neut 
ralising  Christ's  general  significance.  According  to  him,  Christ's 
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work  referred  to,  and  exhausted  itself  in  the  forgiveness  of  sins. 
But,  as  we  shall  see  in  what  immediately  follows,  forgiveness 
did  not  bestow  all  that  the  Christian  requires  for  salvation. 
Therefore  the  doctrine  of  grace  was  relatively  independent  of 
the  historical  Christ.  This  danger  of  conceiving  positive  grace 
without  reference  to  Christ,  or  of  connecting  it  with  him  only  in 
the  form  of  aesthetic  observations,  continued  to  exert  an  influ 
ence.  Luther,  who  started  from  Augustinianism,  first  overcame 
it,  in  as  far  as,  in  his  relation  to  God,  he  only  thought  of  God  at 
all  as  he  knew  him  in  Christ.  Augustine  was  prevented  from 
doing  so  by  his  religious  philosophy,  and  also  his  Biblicism, 
both  of  which  had  established  independent  claims  upon  him. 
Thus  it  happened  that  he  influenced  the  piety  of  Western 
Christians  by  a  doctrine  of  grace  which  met  their  lower  inclina 
tions,  as  well  as  by  a  promulgation  of  the  immediateness  of  the 
religious  relationship  which  failed  to  do  justice  to  Christ's 
significance  as  mirror  of  God's  fatherly  heart  and  as  the  eternal 
mediator.  In  the  latter  as  the  former  case,  he  set  his  seal  on 
and  gave  vitality  to  elements  which  existed  in  the  traditional 
doctrine  only  as  dead  material  or  stunted  germs. 

3.  Augustine  shared  with  the  whole  of  contemporary  Christen 
dom  the  thought,  held  to  be  all-important,  that  a  time  would 
come  when  at  the  judgment-seat  of  Christ  "  every  one  would 
receive  in  accordance  with  his  actions  " ;  and  none  will  impugn 
the  Christian  character  of  this  thought.  But  he  went  a  step 
further,  and  also  accepted  the  conception  of  merits  current  in 
the  Church  from  the  days  of  Tertullian  and  Cyprian.  He  did 
not  get  beyond  the  idea  that  in  the  final  decision  merits  could 
alone  be  considered.  He  reconciled  this  principle,  however, 
with  his  doctrine  of  grace,  by  teaching  that  God  crowned  his 
gifts  (munera)  in  crowning  our  merits  (merita).1  This  seemed 
to  correspond  to  both  considerations,  and  the  certainty  with 
which  this  conception  established  itself  in  the  Church  appeared 

1  See  e.g. ,  Confess.  IX.  34  :  "  Quisquis  tibi  enumerat  vera  merita  sua,  quid  tibi 
enumerat  nisi  munera  tua."  Ep.  194,  n.  19:  "cum  deus  coronal  merita  nostra, 
nihil  aliud  coronat  quam  munera  sua."  De  gratia  et  lib.  arb.,  15  :  "  Dona  sua  coronal 
deus  non  merita  tua  ...  si  ergo  dei  dona  sunt  bona  merita  tua,  non  deus  coronat 
merita  tua  tamquam  merita  tua  sed  tamquam  dona  sua."  De  gestis  Felag.,  35: 
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to  guarantee  that  the  correct  view  had  now  been  reached.  But, 
first,  the  question  arises  whether  the  ambiguity  of  the  reconcilia 
tion  did  not  contribute  to  its  being  received  ;  secondly,  it  cannot 
fail  to  surprise  us  that  there  is  not  a  word  about  faith  in  the 
principle.  We  are  once  more  at  a  point  where  Augustine,  in 
reforming  the  prevailing  piety,  paid  it  a  very  considerable 
tribute.  He  certainly  expressed  the  importance  and  power  of 
faith  in  a  striking  and  novel  fashion.  He  who  disregards  the 
formulas,  but  looks  to  the  spirit,  will  everywhere  find  in 
Augustine's  works  a  stream  of  Pauline  faith.  None  before  him 
but  his  teachers  Victorinus  and  Ambrose,  in  some  of  their 
expositions,  had  used  similar  language.  Numerous  passages 
can  be  cited  in  which  Augustine  extolled  faith  as  the  element 
in  which  the  soul  lives,  as  beginning,  middle,  and  end  of  piety. 
But  in  the  sphere  of  dogmatic  reflection  Augustine  spoke  of 
faith  with  extreme  uncertainty,  and,  indeed,  as  a  rule,  not 
differently  from  his  predecessors. 

Different  points  meet  here.  Firstly,  it  was  simply  the  power 
of  tradition  which  prevented  him  from  perceiving  more  in  faith 
than  the  act  of  initiation.  Secondly,  Scriptural 'texts  led  him  to 
the  assumption  that  something  else  than  faith,  namely,  habitual 
goodness  (righteousness),  must  finally  fall  to  be  considered  at  the 
divine  tribunal.  Thirdly  and  lastly,  he  limited  the  significance 
of  the  forgiveness  of  sins.  The  last  point  is  in  his  case  the  most 
paradoxical,  but  here  the  most  important.  He  for  whom  the 
supreme  thing  was  the  certainty  of  possessing  a  God,  and  who 
called  to  his  whole  period  :  "  You  have  not  yet  considered  of  how 
great  weight  sin  is  "  (nondum  considerasti,  quanti  ponderis  sit 
peccatum),  never  realised  the  strict  relation  that  exists  between 
faith  and  forgiveness,  nor  could  explain  clearly  that  the  assur 
ance  of  forgiveness  is  life  and  salvation.  At  this  point  the 
moral  element  suddenly  entered  with  sovereign  power  into  reli 
gious  reflection.  It  is  as  if  Augustine  had  here  sought  to  escape 

"  Redditur  quidem  mentis  tuis  corona  sua,  sed  dei  donasunt  merita  tua."  De  trinit., 
XIII.,  14:  "  Et  ea  quse  dicuntur  merita  nostra,  dona  sunt  eius,"  etc.  XV.  21  : 
"Quid  animam  faciet  beatam,  nisi  meritum  suum  et  premium  domini  sui  ?  Sed  et 
meritum  ejus  gratia  est  illius,  cujus,  prsemium  erit  beatitude  ejus."  De  prcedest. 
sanct. ,  10.  For  this  very  reason  the  fundamental  principle  holds  good,  that  grace  is 
not  granted  secundum  merita  nostra. 
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the  quietistic  consequences  of  his  doctrine  (see  above),  and,  in 
his  inability  to  deduce  positive  virtue  from  faith  in  forgiveness  of 
sin,  turned  from  faith  to  works.  Or  was  he  prevented  by  the 
remnants  of  religious  philosophy  and  cosmology  that  still  clung 
to  his  theory  of  religion  from  perceiving  absolutely  that  religion 
is  bound  up  in  faith  in  forgiveness  of  sins  ?  1  Or,  again,  is  this 
perception  itself  erroneous  and  untenable,  one  that  paralyses  the 
power  of  moral  exertion  ?  We  do  not  intend  to  examine  these 
questions  here.  The  fact  is  that  Augustine  conceived  faith  to 
be  a  preliminary  stage,  because  he  regarded  forgiveness  of  sins 
as  preliminary.  If  we  look  closely,  we  find  that  in  his  dogmatic 
theory  sin  was  not  guilt,  but  loss  and  infirmity.  The  very  man 
who  strove  for,  and  found,  a  lasting  relationship  with  God,  was  not 
capable  of  reproducing  and  stating  his  experience  correctly  in 
the  shape  of  doctrine.  He  came  back  to  the  customary  moral 
istic  view,  in  so  far  as  in  his  doctrine  of  grace  he  thought  not  of 
enmity  to  God,  but  the  disease  of  sin,  not  of  divine  sonship,  but 
of  the  restoration  of  a  state  in  which  man  was  rendered  capable 
of  becoming  good,  i.e.,  sinless.  Therefore  faith  was  merely 
something  preliminary,  and  it  is  this  that  makes  it  so  difficult  to 
define  Augustine's  conception  of  the  forgiveness  of  sins.  It 
appears  to  have  been  really  identical  with  the  external  and 
magical  idea  of  his  predecessors,  with  the  exception  that  he  had 
a  firmer  grasp  of  the  forgiveness  being  an  act  of  God,  on  which 
the  baptised  might  constantly  rely.  But  his  reflection  rarely 
took  the  form  of  regarding  assurance  of  forgiveness  as  something 
whereby  the  soul  receives  energy  and  wings.  He  substantially 
never  got  beyond  the  impression  that  something  was  actually 
swept  away  by  it,  though  that  was  indeed  the  gravest  of  facts, 
sin. 

The  impossibility  of  carrying  out  this  conception  will  always, 
however,  leave  a  latent  doubt.  In  spite  of  his  new  feeling, 
Augustine,  for  this  reason,  moved  entirely  in  the  lines  of  the  old 
scheme  when  he  sought  to  supplement  and  to  build  upon  for 
giveness  of  sin,  and  looked  about  him  for  a  positive  force  which 
was  required  to  take  its  place  alongside  of  the  negative  effect. 

i  In  his  1 77th  letter,  e.g.  (Ad  Innocent.,  c.  4),  he  expressly  declares  that  it  is  an 
error  to  say  that  gratia  is  liberum  arbitriiim  or  remissio  peccatorum. 
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This  he  found  in  love.  It  was  not  in  faith,  but  only  in  love,  that 
he  could  recognise  the  force  that  really  changed  a  man's  nature, 
that  set  him  in  a  new  relationsJiip.  But  then,  in  spite  of  the  em 
pirical  objections  that  confronted  him,  he  did  not  doubt  that  love 
could  be  infused  like  a  medicine.  Certain  that  God  alone  effects 
everything,  he  transferred  to  love  the  conception  applicable  to 
faith  (trust) — that  it  ceases  to  be  itself  where  it  is  felt  to  be  other 
than  an  assimilative  organ  (opyavov  X^Trrt/coV) — as  if  love  could 
also  be  as  simply  regarded  as  a  gift  of  God  through  Christ 
(munus  dei  per  Christum).  The  result  of  these  reflections  is  that 
Augustine  held  that  the  relation  of  the  pious  soul  to  God  was 
most  appropriately  described  as  a  gradually  advancing  process  of 
sanctification.  To  this  he  believed  he  could  reduce  all  legitimate 
considerations,  the  fundamental  importance  of  faith,  the  concep 
tion  of  (sacramental)  grace  as  beginning,  middle,  and  end,  the 
need  of  positive  forces  capable  of  changing  man's  state,  the  view 
that  only  the  just  could  be  saved,  and  that  no  one  was  righteous 
whose  works  were  not  perfect,  i.e.,  the  necessity  of  merits,  etc. 
He  believed  that  he  had  found  a  means  of  adjusting  the  claims 
of  religion  and  morality,  of  grace  and  merits,  of  the  doctrine  of 
faith  and  eschatology.  Omnipotent  love  became  for  him  the 
principle  that  connected  and  supported  everything.  Faith,  love, 
and  merit  were  successive  steps  in  the  way  to  final  salvation,  and 
he  has  impressed  this  view  on  the  Catholic  Church  of  after  times, 
and  on  its  piety  up  to  the  present  day.  It  is  the  ancient  scheme 
of  the  process  of  sanctification  leading  to  final  salvation,  but  so 
transformed  that  grace  acts  upon  all  its  stages.  Excellent  and 
— for  many  stages  of  development — appropriate  as  this  concep 
tion  appears,  yet  it  cannot  be  mistaken  that  in  it  Augustine 
lagged  behind  his  own  experience,  and  that  against  his  will  he 
subordinated  the  religious  sphere  to  moral  goodness  ;  for  this 
subordination  was  by  no  means  precluded  by  the  equation  "our 
merits,  God's  gifts  ''  (nostra  merita,  dei  munera).  Where  merits 
play  a  part  there  is  a  failure  to  understand  that  there  is  a 
relationship  to  God  which  is  maintained  mid  weakness  and  sin, 
as  well  as  in  misery  and  death. * 

1  But,  besides,  the  final  and  supreme  question  as  to  assurance  of  salvation  is  not  less 
misunderstood. 
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Of  this  even  Augustine  had  a  presentiment,  and  he  therefore 
also  imparted  to  the  Church,  to  which  he  transmitted  his 
doctrine  of  faith,  love,  and  merit,  germs  of  a  conception  which 
could  not  but  be  fatal  to  that  doctrine.  They  are  not  only  in 
cluded  in  his  doctrine  of  predestination,  but  at  least  as  much  so  in 
every  passage  of  his  writings,  where  he  gives  voice  to  the  con 
fession,  "  To  me  to  cling  to  God  is  a  good  thing."  In  this 
avowal  the  religious  possession  and  moral  goodness  coincide, 
and  are  referred  to  God,  their  source.  But  even  apart  from  this, 
his  idea  of  love :  "  in  this  life  also  virtue  is  nothing  but  loving 
what  ought  to  be  loved  ;  good  affections  make  a  good  character,"1 
was  so  excellent  and  forcible  that  all  criticism  looks  like  im 
pudent  coxcombry.  Nevertheless,  we  must  criticise  it  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  gospel.  We  have  already  remarked  above 
that  Augustine's  doctrine  of  infused  love  is  indifferent  to  the 
work  of  the  historical  Christ.  Therefore  he  had  a  two-fold 
Christology :  on  the  one  hand,  Christ  is  God,  a  member  of  the 
Trinity  (unus  ex  trinitate) ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  chosen  man, 
who  was  as  much  under  grace  as  we  are.  All  that  leads  us  back 
ultimately  to  the  fact  that  he  under-estimated  the  significance 
of  the  forgiveness  of  sins  and  of  the  publican's  faith  :  that  his 
piety  was  not  yet  simple  enough.2 

4.  Finally,  it  is  to  be  pointed  out  that  Augustine  in  his  re 
formation  of  Christian  piety  did  not  disturb  its  character  as  a 
preparation  for  the  next  world.  He  could  have  changed  noth 
ing  here  without  wounding  the  Christian  religion  itself;  for  the 
view  of  some  Protestants,  that  Christianity  can  be  transformed 
into  a  religion  of  this  world,  is  an  illusion.  Augustine  lived  as 
much  in  the  future  world  as  Justin  and  Irenaeus.  His  eschato- 

1  Et  in  hac  vita  virtus  non  est  nisi  cliligere  quod  diligendum  est ;  faciunt  boni  amores 
bonos  mores. 

2  It  has  seemed  necessary  to  concede  to  Augustine's  conception  of  sanctification  that 
it  had  the  merit  of  correcting  the  quietistic  phase  that  clung  dangerously  to  his 
doctrine  of  grace.     But,  on  a  closer  inspection,  we  find  that  love  did  not  certainly 
mean  to  him  the  exemplification  of  morality  in  serving  our  neighbour,  but  sentiments, 
or  such  works  of  love,  as  owed  their  value  to  reflex  action  at  least  as  strongly  as  to 
philanthropy.     Here  again,  in  very  many  expositions,  he  did  not  advance  beyond  the 
old  Catholic  Christians,  or  Cyprian  and  Ambrose ;  man  attends  best  to  his  own  in 
terests  by  means  of  caritas,  and  pleases  God  in  divesting  himself  of  what  is  worldly. 
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logical  reflections  are  inexhaustible,  and  if,  as  will  be  shown 
afterwards,  he  set  aside  a  few  of  the  older  ideas,  yet  that  affords 
no  standard  of  the  whole  trend  of  his  piety.  He  only  intensified 
the  pessimistic  view  of  this  life,  this  mortal  life  and  living  death 
(vita  mortalis,  mors  vitalis),  by  his  doctrine  of  sin.  "  What  flood  of 
eloquence  would  ever  suffice  to  portray  the  tribulations  of  this 
life,  to  describe  this  wretchedness,  which  is,  as  it  were,  a  kind  of 
hell  in  our  present  existence?  Verily,  the  new-born  infant 
comes  to  our  mortal  light,  not  laughing  but  weeping,  and  by  its 
tears  prophesies  in  some  fashion,  even  without  knowing  it,  to 
what  great  evils  it  has  come  forth.  .  .  .  A  heavy  yoke  burdens  all 
the  children  of  Adam  from  the  day  of  birth  to  that  of  burial, 
when  they  return  to  the  common  mother  of  all.  .  .  .  And  the 
sorest  thing  of  all  is  that  we  cannot  but  know  how,  just  by  the 
grievous  sin  committed  in  Paradise,  this  life  has  become  a 
punishment  to  us."1  Just  as  he  has  retained  the  pessimistic 
view  of  our  present  life,  he  has  also  described  blessedness  as  the 
state  of  the  perfect  knowledge  of  God.  He  has  done  so  in  one 
of  his  earliest  writings,  De  vita  beata,  and  he  substantially 
adhered  to  it. 

But  the  very  perception,  that  misery  was  not  a  mere  fatality, 
but  was  incurred  by  guilt,  and  the  confidence  that  grace  could 
make  man  free  and  happy  even  upon  this  earth,  exerted  a 
certain  counterpoise.  He  undoubtedly  does  not  call  the  present 
life  of  the  Christian  "  joy  of  felicity,"  "  but  comfort  of  misery," 
and  declares  that  to  be  an  extremely  false  felicity  which  is 
devised  by  men  who  seek  here  another  happiness  than  that 
entertained  by  hope.2  But  in  not  a  few  passages  he  yet  speaks 
of  the  joy  in  God  which  creates  blessedness  even  here.  He 
seldom  obeyed  this  feeling.  For  that  very  reason  he  found  this 

1  See  also  the  thrilling  description,  De  civitat,  XIX.,  4. 

2  In  his  Soliloquies,  one  of  his  earliest  writings,  he  awards  felicity  to  the  soul  that 
perceives  God  here  below.     But  in  his  Retractations,  I.,  4,  he  says  expressly,  "  Nee 
illud  mihi  placet,  quod  in  ista  vita  deo  intellecto  jam  beatam  esse  animam  (in  Solilo- 
quiis)  dixi,  nisi  forte  spe."     In  general,  Augustine  at  a  later  date  disavowed  many 
arguments  in  his  works  written  immediately  after  his  conversion ;  nay,  even  in  his 
Confessions,  in  which  he  is  disposed  to  describe  his  conversion  as  instantaneous,  he  has 
admitted  in  one  important  sentence  how  imperfect  his  Christian  thought  was  at  that 
time  :  IX.  7,  "  Ibi  (in  Cassiciacum)  quid  egerim  in  litteris,  jam  quidem  servientibus 
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life  in  itself  objectless,  and  there  are  only  a  few  indications, 
especially  in  the  work,  De  civitate  dei,  in  which  he  tried  to 
show  that  a  kingdom  of  Christ  may  be  built  up  even  in  this 
world,  and  that  the  just,  who  live  by  faith,  constitute  it,  and 
have  a  present  task  to  perform  (see  also  De  trinit.  I.,  16  and 
21).  Speaking  generally,  he  propagated  the  feeling  shown  in 
ancient  Christian  eschatology  in  every  respect,  and  prepared  the 
ground  for  monachism.  If  he  seems  to  have  instigated  the  de 
velopment  of  the  Catholic  Church  in  its  tendency  to  masterful 
rule  over  this  world,  yet  external  circumstances,  and  the  inter 
pretation  they  produced  of  his  work  "  De  civitate  dei,"  contri 
buted  much  more  to  the  result  than  any  intentional  impulses 
given  by  him.1  Where,  however,  there  has  developed  in 
Catholicism  in  after  times  a  strong  sense  of  the  blessedness 
which  the  Christian  can  receive  even  in  this  state,  it  has  always 
assumed  a  mystical  and  ecstatic  character.  This  is  a  clear 
proof  that  in  any  case  this  life  was  disregarded  ;  for  the  mystical 
feeling  of  blessedness,  even  as  Augustine  knew  it,  really  exists, 
by  means  of  an  excess,  already  in  the  future  state. 


In  the  preceding  pages  the  attempt  has  been  made  to  show 
how  the  piety  was  constituted  in  which  Augustine  lived,  and 
which  he  transmitted  to  posterity.  It  is  extraordinary  difficult  to 
understand  it  aright ;  for  experience  and  tradition  are  interwoven 
in  it  in  the  most  wonderful  way.  Yet  we  cannot  understand 

tibi,  sed  adhtie  superbice  scholam  tanquam  in  pausatione  anhelantibus,  testantur  libii 
disputati  cum  prsesentibus  (libr.  c.  Academ.— de  beata  vita— de  ordine)  et  cum  ipso 
me  solo  (Soliloquia)  coram  te  ;  quse  autem  cum  absente  Nebridio,  testantur  epistolse"). 
But  our  judgment  must  here  be  divided.  What  was  written  earlier  was  undoubtedly 
in  many  respects  less  complete,  less  churchly,  more  Neoplatonic ;  but  on  the  other 
hand  it  was  more  direct,  more  personal  and  determined  to  a  smaller  degree  by  regard 
for  the  Catholicism  of  the  Church.  Yet  he  was  already  determined  to  have  nothing 
to  do  with  a  felicity  of  inquiry  and  seeking ;  but  only  saw  it  in  \\.s  possession  (Adv. 
Acad.  lib.,  I.). 

1  On  Augustine's  pessimistic  and  eschatological  tendency,  his  view  of  the  secular 
and  clerical  life,  as  also  the  efforts  to  surmount  the  popular  Catholic  conception,  see 
Reuter,  I.e.,  Studie  VI.  We  return  briefly  to  these  subjects  further  on. 
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him  as  teacher  of  the  Church,  until  we  have  formed  our  estimate 
of  him  as  reformer  of  piety  ;  for,  besides  Scripture  and  tradition, 
his  theories  have  their  strongest  roots  in  the  piety  that  animated 
him.  They  are  in  part  nothing  but  states  of  feeling  interpreted 
theoretically.  But  in  these  states  of  feeling  there  gathered  round 
the  grand  experience  of  conversion  from  bondage  to  freedom 
in  God  all  the  manifold  religious  experiences  and  moral  re 
flections  of  the  ancient  world.  The  Psalms  and  Paul,  Plato 
and  the  Neoplatonists,  the  Moralists,  Tertullian  and  Ambrose, 
we  find  all  again  in  Augustine,  and,  side  by  side  with  the  new 
psychological  view  constructed  by  him  as  disciple  of  the  Neo 
platonists,  we  come  once  more  upon  all  the  childish  reflections 
and  absolute  theories  which  these  men  had  pursued. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

THE   HISTORICAL   POSITION   OF   AUGUSTINE   AS 
TEACHER   OF   THE   CHURCH. 

THE  ancient  Church  before  Augustine  only  possessed  a  single 
great  dogmatic  scheme,  the  Christological,  Augustine  also  knew 
it  and  made  use  of  it ;  but  in  inserting  it  into  a  greater  and 
more  living  group,  he  deprived  it  of  its  original  meaning  and 
object.  It  has  been  said  of  Socrates  that  he  brought  philosophy 
down  from  heaven  ;  we  may  maintain  of  Augustine  that  he  did 
the  same  for  dogmatics,  by  separating  it  from  speculations  about 
the  finite  and  infinite,  God  the  Logos  and  the  creature,  mortal 
and  immortal,  and  connecting  it  with  questions  as  to  moral  good, 
freedom,  sin,  and  blessedness.  Goodness  became  for  him  the  point 
on  whicJi  turned  the  consideration  of  blessings ;  moral  goodness 
(virtue)  and  the  possession  of  salvation  were  not  merely  to 
occupy  corresponding  positions,  but  to  coincide  (ipsa  virtus  et 
praemium  virtutis).  If  we  may  use  a  figure,  we  can  say  that 
Augustine  formed  into  one  the  two  centres  of  popular  Catholic 
theology,  the  renewing  power  of  redemption  and  the  free  effort 
to  attain  virtue  ;  of  the  ellipse  he  made  a  circle — God,  whose 
grace  delivers  the  will  and  endows  it  with  power  to  do  what  is 
good.  In  this  is  comprehended  his  significance  in  the  history 
of  the  Christian  religion.  He  did  not,  however,  vindicate  the 
new  portion  consistently,  but  built  the  old  into  it.  Indeed,  in 
the  new  cathedral  erected  by  him,  the  old  building  formed,  as 
it  were,  the  holy  of  holies,  which  is  seldom  entered. 

When  we  seek  to  determine  what  has  been  accomplished  by 
an  ancient  Church  theologian  as  teacher  of  the  Church,  we  must 
examine  his  expositions  of  the  Symbol.  We  possess  several  by 
Augustine.  It  is  extremely  instructive  to  compare  the  earliest 
(De  fide  et  symbolo,  A.D.  393)  with  one  of  the  latest  (De  fide, 
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spe  et  caritate,  A.D.  421,  or  later).  In  the  former  Augustine  is 
still  substantially  a  theologian  of  the  ancient  Church.  The 
questions  discussed  by  him  are  the  same  as  were  then  dealt 
with,  in  both  halves  of  the  Church,  in  the  Symbol,  and  are  sug 
gested  by  its  language.  Even  the  manner  in  which  he  discusses 
them  is  but  slightly  distinguished  from  the  customary  one. 
Finally, the  polemic  is  the  one  that  was  usual :  Arians.Manichaeans, 
Apollinarians,  Pneumatomachoi  occupy  the  foreground  ;  the  last 
named  especially  are  very  thoroughly  refuted.  On  the  other 
hand,  Augustine's  characteristics  declare  themselves  even  in  this 
early  exposition.1  Thus  we  have,  above  all,  his  love  of  truth 
and  frankness  in  the  sections  on  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  his  scepti 
cal  reserve  and  obedient  submission  to  Church  tradition. 
Further,  in  the  Christology  we  find  his  characteristic  scheme 
"  Christ  invested  in  man  "  (Christus  indutus  in  homine),  as  well 
as  the  strong  emphasis  laid  on  the  humility  of  Christ  contrasted 
with  pride  (superbia).  Compare,  besides,  sentences  like  the 
following.  Chapter  VI. — "  Since  he  is  only-begotten  he  has  no 
brothers  ;  but  since  he  is  first-begotten,  he  has  deigned  to  name 
all  those  his  brothers  who  after  and  through  his  headship  are 
born  again  into  the  grace  of  God  through  the  adoption  of  sons." 
Or  (Chapter  XI.) :  "  Our  Lord's  humility  was  lowly  in  his  being 
born  for  us  ;  to  this  it  was  added  that  he  deigned  to  die  for 

i  The  foundation  of  Augustine's  religious  characteristics  can  be  best  studied  in  the 
writings  that  are  read  least,  namely  in  the  tractates  and  letters  written  immediately 
after  his  conversion,  and  forming  an  extremely  necessary  supplement  to  his  Confes 
sions  (see  above,  p.  92,  note  2).  In  these  writings  he  is  not  yet  at  all  interested  in 
Church  dogmatics,  but  is  wholly  absorbed  in  the  task  of  making  clear  to  himself, 
while  settling  with  Neoplatonism,  the  new  stage  of  religious  philosophical  reflection 
and  inner  experience,  in  which  he  finally  found  rest  (see  De  vita  beata,  Adv.  Academ., 
Soliloquia,  De  ordine,  and  the  Epistles  to  Nebridius).  The  state  of  feeling  expressed 
by  him  in  these  works  never  left  him  ;  but  it  was  only  in  a  later  period  that  he  gave  it 
its  dogmatic  sub-structure.  In  consequence  of  this,  as  is  proved  even  by  the  Confes 
sions  and  also  the  Retractations,  he  himself  lost  the  power  of  rightly  estimating  those 
writings  and  the  inner  state  in  which  he  had  found  himself  in  the  first  years  after  his 
conversion.  But  he  never  lost  the  underlying  tone  of  those  first  fruits  of  his  author 
ship  :  "  Rest  in  the  possession  of  God,"  as  distinguished  from  the  unrest  and  unhap- 
piness  of  a  seeking  and  inquiry  that  never  reach  their  aim,  or  the  essentially 
Neoplatonic  version  of  the  loftiest  problems  (see  e.g.,  De  ordine  II.,  II  ff.,  "mala 
in  ordinem  redacta  faciunt  decorem  universi "  ;  the  same  view  of  evil  is  still  given  in 
De  civit.,  XL,  18).  Those  writings  cannot  be  more  fully  discussed  in  a  history  of 
dogma. 


CHAP.  IV.]  AUGUSTINE  AS   TEACHER.  97 

mortals."  Or  (Chapter  XIX.):  "The  writers  of  the  Divine 
Scriptures  declare  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  God's  gift  in  order  that 
we  may  believe  that  God  does  not  bestow  a  gift  inferior  to  himself" 
Or  (ibid.)  :  "  No  one  enjoys  that  which  he  knows,  unless  he  also 
loves  it  ...  nor  does  anyone  abide  in  that  which  he  apprehends 
unless  by  love."  *  But  if  Augustine  had  died  before  the  Donatist 
and  Pelagian  controversies,  he  would  not  have  been  the  dog 
matist  who  changed  the  whole  scheme  of  doctrine ;  for  it  was 
these  controversies  that  first  compelled  him  to  reflect  on  and 
review  what  he  had  long  held,  to  vindicate  it  with  all  his  power, 
and  to  introduce  it  also  into  the  instruction  of  the  Church.  But 
since  it  had  never  entered  his  mind  that  the  ancient  doctrinal 
tradition,  as  attached  to  the  Symbol,  could  be  insufficient,2  since 
it  had  still  less  occurred  to  him  to  declare  the  Symbol  itself  to 
be  inadequate,  it  was  a  matter  of  course  to  him  that  he  should 

1  Secundum  id,  quod  unigenitus  est,  non  habet  fratres  ;  secundum  id  autem  quod 
primogenitus  est,  fratres  vocare  dignatus  est  omnes  qui  post  ejus  et  per  ejus  primatum 
in  dei  gratiam  renascuntur  per  adoptionem  filiorum."     "  Parva  erat  pro  nobis  domini 
nostri   humilitas   in   nascendo  ;  accessit  etiam   ut  mori  pro  mortalibus  dignaretur." 
"  Divinarum  scripturarum  tractatoies  spiritum  sanctum  donum  dei  esse  praedicant,  ut 
deum  credamus  non  se  ipso  inferius  donum  dare."     "  Eo  quod  quisque  novit  non 
fruitur,  nisi  et  id  diligat  .  .  .  neque  quisquam  in  eo  quod  percipit  permanet  nisi 
dilectione." 

2  He  undoubtedly  noticed,  and  with  his  love  of  truth  frankly  said,  that  the  Church 
writers  gave  throughout  an  insufficient  statement  of  the  grace  of  God  ;  but  he  con 
tented  himself  with  the  plea  that  the  Church  had  always  duly  emphasised  grace  in  its 
prayers  and  institutions.     See  praedest.  sanct.,  27  :"  Quid  opus  est,  ut  eorum  scrute- 
mur  opuscula,  qui  prius  quam  ista  hasresis  (Pelagianorum)  oriretur,   non  habuerunt 
necessitatem   in   hac  difficili  ad  solvendum  quaestione  versari  ?   quod  procul  dubio 
facerent,  si  respondere  talibus  cogerentur.     Unde  factum  est,  ut  de  gratia  dei  quid 
sentirent,  breviter  quibusdnm  scriptorum  suorum  locis  et  transeunter  acitingerent,  im- 
morarentur  vero  in  eis,  quse  adversus  inimicos  ecclesiae  disputabant,  et  in  exhortationi- 
bus  ad  quasque  virtutes,  quibus  deo  vivo  et  vero  pro  adipiscenda  vita  aeterna  et  vera 
felicitate  servitur.      Frequentationibus   autem   orationum   simpliciter  apparebat  dei 
gratia  quid  valeret ;  non  enim  poscerentnr  de  deo  quse  praecipit  fieri,  nisi  ab  illo 
donaretur  ut  fierent. "     He  himself  had  indeed  learned  from  experience  in  his  struggle 
with  the  Manichseans,  that  the  defence  of  truth  has  to  be  regulated  by  the  nature  of 
the  attack.     When  he  was  twitted  by  his  opponents  with  what  he  had  formerly 
written  about  freewill  against  the  Manichaeans,  he  appealed  to  the  claims  of  advanc 
ing  knowledge,  as  well  as  to  the  duty  of  offering  resistance  both  to  right  and  left. 
He  thus  saw  in  the  earlier  Church  teachers  the  defenders  of  the  truth  of  the  Church 
against  fatalism,  Gnosticisim,  and  Manichseism,  and  from  this  standpoint  explained 
their  attitude. 
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make  everything  which  he  had  to  present  as  religious  doctrine 
hinge  on  that  Confession.  In  this  way  arose  the  characteristic 
scheme  of  doctrine,  which  continued  to  influence  the  West  in 
the  Middle  Ages  ;  nay,  on  which  the  Reformed  version  is  based 
— a  combination  of  ancient  Catholic  theology  and  system  with 
the  new  fundamental  thought  of  the  doctrine  of  grace,  forced 
into  the  framework  of  the  Symbol.  It  is  evident  that  by  this 
means  a  mixture  of  styles  arose  which  was  not  conducive  to  the 
transparency  and  intelligibility  of  doctrine.  But  we  have  not 
only  to  complain  of  want  of  clearness,  but  also  of  a  complexity 
of  material  which,  in  a  still  higher  degree  than  was  the  case  in  the 
ancient  Catholic  Church,  necessarily  frustrated  the  demand  for 
a  closely  reasoned  and  homogeneous  version  of  religious  doc 
trine.  We  are  perhaps  justified  in  maintaining  that  the  Church 
never  possessed  in  ancient  times  another  teacher  so  anxious  as 
Augustine  to  think  out  theological  problems,  and  to  secure  unity 
for  the  system  of  doctrine.  But  the  circumstances  in  which  he 
was  placed  led  to  him  above  all  others  necessarily  confusing  that 
system  of  doctrine,  and  involving  it  in  new  inconsistencies.1 
The  following  points  fall  to  be  considered. 

i.  As  a  Western  theologian,  he  felt  that  he  was  bound  by  the 
Symbol  ;  but  no  Western  theologian  before  him  had  lived  so 
much  in  Scripture,  or  taken  so  much  from  it  as  he.  The  old  vari 
ance  between  Symbol  and  Scripture,2  which  at  that  time  indeed 
was  not  yet  consciously  felt,  was  accordingly  intensified  by  him. 
The  uncertainty  as  to  the  relation  of  Scripture  and  Symbol  was 
increased  by  him  in  spite  of  the  extraordinary  services  he  had 
rendered  in  making  the  Church  familiar  with  the  former.  3  The 
Biblicism  of  later  times,  which  afterwards  took  up  an  aggressive 
attitude  to  the  Church  in  the  West,  is  to  be  traced  back  to 
Augustine ;  and  the  resolute  deletion  of  Scriptural  thoughts  by 

1  It  is  self-evident  that  for  this  reason  dogma,  i.e.,  the  old  Catholic  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  and  Christology,  necessarily  became  less  impressive.  Reuter's  objection  (I.e. 
p.  495)  rests  on  an  incomprehensible  misunderstanding. 

2 See  on  this  and  on  what  follows,  Vol.  III.,  pp.  203  ff.,  207  ff. 

3  The  attempts  to  define  their  relationship,  e.g.,  in  Book  I.  of  the  treatise  De 
doctrina  Christiana,  are  wholly  vague,  and  indeed  scarcely  comprehensible.  The 
"  substance  "  of  Scripture  is  to  form  the  propositions  of  the  Rule  of  Faith  ;  but  yet 
every  sentence  of  Scripture  is  an  article  of  faith. 
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an  appeal  to  the  authority  of  the  Church's  doctrine  may  equally 
refer  to  him.1  If  we  are  asked  for  the  historical  justification 
of  pre-reformers  and  reformers  in  the  West,  in  taking  their 
stand  exclusively  on  Scripture,  we  must  name  Augustine ;  if  we 
are  asked  by  what  right  such  theologians  have  been  silenced,  we 
may  refer  similarly  to  Augustine  ;  but  we  can  in  this  case  un 
doubtedly  go  back  to  the  authority  of  Tertullian  (De  praescr. 
haer.). 

2.  On  the  one  hand,  Augustine  was  convinced  that  everything 
in  Scripture  was  valuable  for  faith,  and  that  any  thought  was  at 
once  justified,  ecclesiastically  and  theologically,  by  being  proved 
to  be  Biblical — see  his  doctrine  of  predestination  and  other 
tenets,  of  which  he  was  certain  simply  because  they  were  found 
in  the  Bible.  By  this  principle  any  unity  of  doctrine  was  nul 
lified.  z  But,  on  the  other  hand,  Augustine  knew  very  well  that 
religion  was  a  practical  matter,  that  in  it  faith,  hope,  and  love,  or 
love  alone,  were  all-important,  and  that  only  what  promoted  the 
latter  had  any  value.  Indeed  he  advanced  a  considerable  step 
further,  and  approximated  to  the  Alexandrian  theologians  :  he 
ultimately  regarded  Scripture  merely  as  a  means,  which  was  dis 
pensed  with  when  love  had  reached  its  highest  point,  and  he 
even  approached  the  conception  that  the  very  facts  of  Christ's 
earthly  revelation  were  stages  beyond  which  the  believer  passed, 
whose  heart  was  possessed  wholly  by  love.  3  This  latter  point — 
which  is  connected  with  his  individualistic  theology,  but  slightly 

1  After  his  conversion  Augustine  was  firmly  of  opinion  that  nothing  stood  in  Scrip 
ture  that  contradicted  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  ;  he  was  not  so  certain  that  the  inter 
pretation  of  Scripture  must  follow  the  authority  of  tradition.     Yet  what  a  profusion  of 
"dangerous"  ideas  would  have  been  evolved  from  the  Bible  by  his  rich  and  acute 
genius  if  once  he  had  freed  his  intellect  from  the  fetters  of  obedience  !     The  perception 
that  no  less  than  everything  would  have  been  doubtful,  that  a  thousand  contradictions 
would  have  taken  the  place  of  a  unanimous  doctrine,  certainly  helped  in  determining 
him  not  to  shake  the  bars  of  his  prison.      He  felt  he  would  never  be  able  to  escape, 
but  would  be  buried  by  the  ruins  of  the  collapsing  edifice.     Hence  the  principle 
declared  in  De  nat.  et  grat.  22,  that  we  must  first  submit  to  what  stands  in  Scripture, 
and  only  then  ask  "  quomodo  id  fieri  potuerit."     What  a  difference  from  Origen  ! 

2  See  Vol.  II.,  331,  n.  3. 

3De  doctr.  Christ.  I.,  34:  an  extremely  noteworthy  exposition,  which,  so  far  as  I 
know,  has  very  few  clear  parallels  in  Augustine's  works,  but  forms  the  background  of 
his  development. 
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influenced  by  the  historical  Christ — will  be  discussed  below.  It 
is  enough  here  to  formulate  sharply  the  inconsistency  of  making 
Scripture,  on  the  one  hand,  a  source,  and,  on  the  other,  a  means.1 
— a  means  indeed  which  is  finally  dispensed  with  like  a  crutch.  2 
The  mystics  and  fanatics  of  the  West  have  given  their  adhesion 
to  the  last  principle,  advancing  the  inner  light  and  inner  revela 
tion  against  the  written.  Now  Augustine,  in  his  excellent  pre 
face  to  his  work  "  De  doctrina  Christiana,"  has  undoubtedly,  as 
with  a  flash  of  prophetic  illumination,  rejected  all  fanatical 
inspiration,  which  either  fancied  it  had  no  need  at  all  of  Scripture, 
or,  appealing  to  the  Spirit,  declared  philological  and  historical 
interpretation  to  be  useless.  But  yet  he  opened  the  door  to 
fanaticism  with  his  statement  that  there  was  a  stage  at  which 
men  had  got  beyond  Scripture.  Above  all,  however,  he  created 
the  fatal  situation,  in  which  the  system  of  doctrine  and  theology 
of  the  Western  Church  are  still  found  at  the  present  day,  by  the 
vagueness  which  he  failed  to  dispel  as  to  the  importance  of  the 
letter  of  Scripture.  The  Church  knows,  on  the  one  hand,  that 
in  the  Bible,  so  far  as  meant  for  faith,  the  "  matter  "  is  alone  of 
importance.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  cannot  rid  itself  of  the 
prejudice  that  every  single  text  contains  a  Divine  and  absolute 
direction,  a  "  revelation."  Protestant  Churches  have  in  this 
respect  not  gone  one  step  beyond  Augustine  ;  Luther  himself,  if 
we  compare  his  "  prefaces  "  to  the  New  Testament,  e.g.,  with  his 
position  in  the  controversy  about  the  Lord's  Supper,  was 
involved  in  the  same  inconsistency  as  burdened  Augustine's 
doctrinal  structure. 

3.  Augustine  brought  the  practical  element  to  the  front  more 
than  any  previous  Church  Father.  Religion  was  only  given  to 
produce  faith,  love,  and  hope,  and  blessedness  itself  was  bound 
up  in  these  virtues  bestowed  by  God,  or  in  love.  But  the  act  of 
reform,  which  found  expression  in  the  subordination  of  all 
materials  to  the  above  intention,  was  not  carried  out  by  him 

1See  the  details  in  "  De  doctr.  Christiana"  copied  in  Vol.  III.,  p.  203,  n.  2,  of 
this  work. 

2  De  doctr.  Christ.,  35-40,  especially  c.  39,  "Therefore  a  man  who  depends  on 
faith,  hope,  and  love,  and  holds  by  them  invincibly,  only  needs  Scripture  to  instruct 
others."  Scripture  even  only  offers  patchwork  ;  but  a  man  may  rise  to  such  perfection 
even  in  this  life  as  no  longer  to  require  the  patchwork. 
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unalloyed.  In  retaining  the  old  Catholic  scheme,  knowledge 
and  eternal  life  (a<p6apa-ia)  remained  the  supreme  thoughts ;  in 
pursuing  Neoplatonic  mysticism,  he  did  not  cast  off  the  acosmic 
view  that  regarded  all  phenomena  as  transient,  and  all  that  was 
transient  as  figurative,  retaining  finally  only  the  majesty  of  the 
concealed  Deity ;  in  despising  the  present  life,  he  necessarily 
also  depreciated  faith  and  all  that  belonged  to  the  present. 
Thus,  his  theology  was  not  decided,  even  in  its  final  aims,  by 
one  thought,  and  he  was  therefore  unable  really  to  carry  out  his 
doctrine  of  grace  and  sin  in  a  pure  form.  As  the  intellectualism 
of  antiquity,  of  course  in  a  sublimated  form,  was  not  wholly 
superseded  by  him,  his  profoundest  religious  utterances  were 
accompanied  by,  or  entwined  with,  philosophical  considerations. 
Often  one  and  the  same  principle  has  a  double  root,  a  Neo 
platonic  and  a  Christian  (Pauline),  and  accordingly  a  double 
meaning,  a  cosmological  and  a  religious.  Philosophy,  saving 
faith,  and  Church  tradition,  disputed  the  leading  place  in  his 
system  of  faith,  and  since  Biblicism  was  added  to  these  three 
elements,  the  unity  of  his  type  of  thought  was  everywhere 
disturbed. 

4.  But  apart  from  the  intention,  the  execution  contains  not 
only  inconsistencies  in  detail,  but  opposite  views.     In  his  con 
flict  with   Manichaeism  and   Donatism,  Augustine  sketched  a 
doctrine  of  freedom,  the  Church,  and  the  means  of  grace,  which 
has  little  in  common  with  his  experience  of  sin  and  grace,  and 
simply  conflicts  with  the  theological  development  of  that  ex 
perience — the    doctrine    of    predestinating    grace.       We    can 
positively  sketch  two  Augustinian  theologies,  one  ecclesiastical, 
the  other  a  doctrine  of  grace,  and  state  the  whole  system  in 
either. 

5.  But  even  in  his  ecclesiastical  system  and  his  doctrine  of 
grace,  conflicting   lines   of   thought    meet ;   for   in   the   former 
a  hierarchical  and  sacramental  fundamental  element  conflicts 
with  a  liberal,  universalist  view  inherited  from  the  Apologists ; 
and    in    the   doctrine   of  grace   two   different  conceptions  are 
manifestly  combined,  namely,  the  thought  of  grace  through  (per, 
propter)  Christ,  and  that  of  grace  emanating,  independently  of 
Christ,  from  the  essential  nature  of  God  as  the  supreme  good 
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and  supreme  being  (summum  bonum,  summum  esse).  The 
latter  inconsistency  was  of  greatest  importance  for  Augustine's 
own  theology,  and  for  the  attitude  of  Western  theology  after 
him.  The  West,  confessedly,  never  thoroughly  appropriated  the 
uncompromising  Eastern  scheme  of  Christology  as  a  statement 
of  saving  faith.  But  by  Augustine  the  relation  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  two  natures  (or  the  Incarnation)  to  that  of  salvation  was 
still  further  loosened.  It  will  be  shown  that  he  really  prepared 
the  way  much  more  strongly  for  the  Franciscan  feeling  towards 
Christ  than  for  Anselm's  satisfaction  theory,  and  that,  in  general, 
as  a  Christologian — in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term — he  be 
queathed  more  gaps  than  positive  material  to  posterity.  But  in 
addition  to  this  antithesis  of  a  grace  through  Christ  and  with 
out  Christ,  we  have,  finally,  in  Augustine's  doctrine  of  sin  a 
strong  Manichaean  and  Gnostic  element ;  for  Augustine  never 
wholly  surmounted  Manichaeism. 

From  our  exposition  up  to  this  point — and  only  the  most 
important  facts  have  been  mentioned — it  follows  that  we  cannot 
speak  of  Augustine  having  a  system,  nor  did  he  compose  any 
work  which  can  be  compared  to  Origen's  Trepl  apywv-  Since  he 
did  not,  like  the  latter,  boldly  proclaim  the  right  of  an  esoteric 
Christianity,  but  rather  as  Christian  and  churchman  constantly 
delayed  taking  this  liberating  step,1  everything  with  him  stands 
on  one  level,  and  therefore  is  involved  in  conflict.2  But  it  is 
"  not  what  one  knows  and  says  that  decides,  but  what  one 
loves";  he  loved  God,  and  his  Church,  and  he  was  true.  This 
attitude  is  conspicuous  in  all  his  writings,  whether  it  is  the  Neo- 
platonist,  the  earlier  Manichsean,  the  Pauline  Christian,  the 
Catholic  Bishop,  or  the  Biblicist,  that  speaks,  and  it  lends  to  all 
his  expositions  a  unity,  which,  though  it  cannnot  be  demon 
strated  in  the  doctrines,  can  be  plainly  felt.  Therefore,  also,  the 
different  movements  that  started  or  learned  from  him,  were 
always  conscious  of  the  complete  man,  and  drew  strength  from 

1  Tendencies  in  this  direction  are  found  everywhere  ;  but  they  were  never  more 
than  tendencies. 

2  It  is  one  of  Reuter's  chief  merits  that  he  has  proved  the  impossibility  of  construct 
ing   a  system  from  Augustine's  thought,  and  of  removing  the  inconsistencies  that 
occur  in  it. 
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him.  He  would  not  have  been  the  teacher  of  the  future  if  he 
had  not  stood  before  it  as  a  Christian  personality  who  lent  force 
and  weight  to  every  word,  no  matter  in  what  direction  it  led. 
As  preacher  of  faith,  love,  and  the  dispensation  of  grace,  he  has 
dominated  Catholic  piety  up  to  the  present  day.  By  his  funda 
mental  sentiment :  "  Mihi  adhaerere  deo  bonum  est,"  as  also  by 
his  distinction  between  law  and  gospel,  letter  and  spirit,  and  his 
preaching  that  God  creates  faith  and  a  good  will  in  us,  he  called 
forth  the  evangelical  Reformation.1  By  his  doctrine  of  the 
authority  and  means  of  grace  of  the  Church,  he  carried  forward 
the  construction  of  Roman  Catholicism  ;  nay,  he  first  created 
the  hierarchical  and  sacramental  institution.  By  his  Biblicism 
he  prepared  the  way  for  the  so-called  pre-reformation  move 
ments,  and  the  criticism  of  all  extra-Biblical  ecclesiastical  tradi 
tions.  By  the  force  of  his  speculation,  the  acuteness  of  his 
intellect,  the  subtlety  of  his  observation  and  experience,  he 
incited,  nay,  partly  created,  scholasticism  in  all  its  branches, 
including  the  Nominalistic,  and  therefore  also  the  modern 
theory  of  knowledge  and  psychology.  By  his  Neoplatonism 
and  enthusiasm  for  predestination  he  evoked  the  mysticism  as 
well  as  the  anti-clerical  opposition  of  the  Middle  Ages.2  By 
the  form  of  his  ideal  of  the  Church  and  of  felicity,  he  strengthened 
the  popular  Catholic,  the  monachist,  state  of  feeling,  domesticat 
ing  it,  moreover,  in  the  Church,  and  thereby  rousing  and  capaci 
tating  it  to  overcome  and  dominate  the  world  as  contrasted  with 
the  Church.  Finally,  by  his  unique  power  of  portraying  him 
self,  of  expressing  the  wealth  of  his  genius,  and  giving  every 
word  an  individual  impress,  by  his  gift  of  individualising  and 
self-observation,  he  contributed  to  the  rise  of  the  Renaissance 
and  the  modern  spirit. 

These  are  not  capricious  combinations,  but  historical  facts  : 3 
the  connecting  lines  that  lead  back  to  him,  can  everywhere  be 

1  See  the  testimonies  to  Augustine  of  the  Reformers  and  their  confessional  writings  ; 
yet  the  difference  that  still  existed  was  not  unknown  to  them. 

2  Even    the   Anti-Gregorian   party   in   the   Middle   Ages  frequently  appealed   to 
Augustine.     It  was  possible  to  find  in  him  welcome  statements  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the   Empire,  the  possibility  of  correcting  Councils,  and,  generally,  anti-hierarchical 
passages. 

3  Compare  Reuter,  Studie  VII. 
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clearly  demonstrated.  But  where,  then,  in  the  history  of  the 
West  is  there  a  man  to  be  compared  to  him  ?  Without  taking 
much  to  do  with  affairs — Augustine  was  Bishop  of  a  second- 
rate  city,  and  possessed  neither  liking  nor  talent  for  the  role  of 
an  ecclesiastical  leader  or  practical  reformer — by  the  force  of 
his  ideas  he  influenced  men,  and  made  his  life  permeate  the 
centuries  that  followed. 


It  has  been  attempted  to  depict  Augustine's  significance  as 
Church  teacher,  by  dividing  absolutely  the  various  directions  in 
which  his  thought  moved,  and  by  giving  separate  accounts  of 
the  Neoplatonist,  the  Paulinist,  the  earlier  Manichaean,  and  the 
Catholic  Bishop.1  But  it  is  to  be  feared  that  violence  is  done 
him  by  such  an  analysis.  It  is  safer  and  more  appropriate, 
within  the  limits  of  a  history  of  dogma,  to  keep  to  the  external 
unity  which  he  has  himself  given  to  his  conceptions.  In  that 
case  his  Enchiridion  ad  Laurentium,  his  matured  exposition  ol 
the  Symbol,  presents  itself  as  our  best  guide.  This  writing  we 
mean  to  bring  forward  at  the  close  of  the  present  chapter,  after 
preliminary  questions  have  been  discussed  which  were  of 
supreme  importance  to  Augustine,  and  the  controversies  have 
been  reviewed  in  which  his  genius  was  matured.  We  shall,  in 
this  way,  obtain  the  clearest  view  of  what  Augustine  achieved 
for  the  Church  of  Jus  time,  and  of  the  revolution  he  evoked.  It 
is  a  very  attractive  task  to  centralise  Augustinian  theology,  but 
it  is  safer  to  rest  content  with  the  modest  result  of  becoming 
acquainted  with  it,  in  so  far  as  it  exerted  its  influence  on  the 
Church.  One  difficulty  meets  us  at  the  very  outset  which  can 
not  be  removed,  and  went  on  increasing  in  after  times.  What 
portion  of  Augustine's  countless  expositions  constituted  dogma 
in  his  own  eyes,  or  became  dogma  at  a  later  period  ?  While  he 
extended  dogma  to  an  extraordinary  extent,  he  at  the  same  time 

1  It  is  unmistakable  that  there  are  three  planes  in  Augustine's  theological  thoughts, 
Neoplatonic  mysticism  (without  means  of  grace,  without  the  Church,  nay,  in  a 
sense,  even  without  Christ),  Christologic.il  soteriology,  and  the  plane  of  the  authority 
and  sacraments  of  the  Church.  Besides  these,  rationalistic  and  Manichaean  elements 
have  to  he  taken  into  account. 
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sometimes  relaxed,  sometimes — as  regards  ancient  tradition — 
specifically  stiffened,  the  notion  to  be  held  of  it.  The  question 
as  to  the  extent  of  dogmas  was  neither  answered,  nor  ever  put 
precisely,  in  the  West,  after  the  Donatist  and  Pelagian  contro 
versies.  In  other  words,  no  necessity  was  felt  for  setting  up 
similarly  express  positive  statements  in  addition  to  the  express 
refutations  of  Pelagians,  Donatists,  etc.  But  the  necessity  was 
not  felt,  because  Churchmen  possessed  neither  self-confidence 
nor  courage  to  take  ecclesiastical  action  on  a  grand  scale. 
They  always  felt  they  were  Epigones  of  a  past  time  which  had 
created  the  professedly  adequate  tradition.  This  feeling,  which 
was  still  further  accentuated  in  the  Middle  Ages,  was  gradually 
overcome  by  the  Popes,  though  solely  by  them.  Apart  from 
a  few  exceptions,  it  was  not  till  the  Council  of  Trent  that 
dogmas  were  again  formed.  Till  then  the  only  dogmas  were 
the  doctrines  contained  in  the  Symbols.  Next  these  stood  the 
catalogues  of  heretics,  from  which  dogmas  could  be  indirectly 
deduced.  This  state  of  matters  induces  us  to  present  the 
doctrine  of  Augustine  as  fully  as  possible,  consistently  with  the 
design  of  a  text-book.  Many  things  must  here  be  brought 
forward  from  his  works  which  bore  no  fruit  in  his  own  time,  but 
had  a  powerful  influence  on  the  course  of  doctrinal  develop 
ment  in  the  following  centuries,  and  came  to  light  in  the 
dogmas  of  Trent.1 

In  what  follows  we  shall  proceed  (i)  to  describe  Augustine's 
fundamental  view,  his  doctrines  of  the  first  and  last  things ; 2 

1  Reuter  also  recognises  (p.  495  f.,  note)  that  Augustine  held  the  contents  of  the 
Symbol  alone  to  be  dogma.     But  we  have  here  to  remember  that  the  most  elaborate 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  and  Christology  were  evolved  from  the  Symbol,  and  that  its 
words  "  sancta  ecclesia"  and  "remissio  peccatorum  "  contained  theories  from  which 
equally   far-reaching  dogmas   could    be   formed,    or   heretics   be   convicted.      Even 
Cyprian  refuted  the  Novatians  from  the  Symbol,  and  Augustine  used  it  against  the 
Pelagians.     A  peculiar  difficulty  in  the  way  of  discussing  Augustine  in  the  history  of 
•dogma  consists  further  in  the  fact  that  he  created  countless  theological  schemes,  but 
no  dogmatic  formulas.     He  was  too  copious,  too  earnest,  and  too  sincere  to  publish 
catch-words. 

2  Augustine  was  the  first  dogmatist  to  feel  the  need  of  considering  for  himself  the 
questions,  which  we  are  now  accustomed  to  treat  in  the  "  prolegomena  to  dogmatics." 
The  Alexandrians  undoubtedly  attempted  this  also ;  but  in  their  case  formal  and 
material,  original  and  derived,  were  too  much  intertwined.     Nor  did  they  advance  to 
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for  they  were  fixed  when  he  became  a  Catholic  Christian  ;  (2) 
and  (3)  we  then  describe  his  controversies  with  Donatists  and 
Pelagians,  in  which  his  conception  of  faith  was  deepened  and 
unfolded  ;  and  (4)  we  expound  his  system  of  doctrine  by  the 
help  of  the  Enchiridion  ad  Laurentium. 

i.  Augustine's  Doctrines  of  the  First  and  Last  Things.1 

It  has  been  said  of  Fiesole  that  he  prayed  his  pictures  on  to 
the  walls.  It  can  be  maintained  of  Augustine  that  his  most 
profound  thoughts  regarding  the  first  and  the  last  things  arose 
out  of  prayers  ;  for  all  these  matters  were  contained  for  him  in 
God.  If  the  same  can  be  said  of  innumerable  mystics  down  to 
the  private  communities  of  Madame  de  Guyon  and  Tersteegen, 
it  is  true  of  them  because  they  were  Augustine's  disciples.  But 
more  than  anyone  else  he  possessed  the  faculty  of  combining 
speculation  about  God  with  a  contemplation  of  mind  and  soul 
which  was  not  content  with  a  few  traditional  categories,  but 
analysed  the  states  of  feeling  and  the  contents  of  consciousness. 
Every  advance  in  this  analysis  became  for  him  at  the  same  time 
an  advance  in  the  knowledge  of  God,  and  vice  versa  ;  concen 
tration  of  his  whole  being  in  prayer  led  him  to  the  most  abstract 
observation,  and  this,  in  turn,  changed  to  prayer.  No  philo 
sopher  before  or  after  him  has  verified  in  so  conspicuous  a 
fashion  the  profound  saying  that  "  the  fear  of  the  Lord  is  the 
beginning  of  wisdom."  Godliness  was  the  very  atmosphere  of 
his  thought  and  life.  "Piety  is  the  wisdom  of  man  "  (Hominis 
sapientia  pietas  est,  Enchir.,  2;  De  civ.  dei  XIV.,  28).  Thus 
Augustine  was  the  psychological,  because  he  was  the  theological^ 
genius  of  the  Patristic  period.2  Not  unversed  in  the  domains 
of  objective  secular  knowledge,  he  yet  discarded  them  more 

the  last  problems  of  psychology  and  the  theory  of  perception.  Enchir.,  4  :  "  Quid 
primum,  quid  ultimum,  teneatur,  quse  totius  definitionis  summa  sit,  quod  certum 
propriumque  fidei  catholicte  fundamentum."  (Questions  by  Laurentius.) 

1  Augustine  taught  that  it  was  only  possible  to  obtain  a  firm  grasp  of  the  highest 
questions  by  earnest  and  unwearied  independent  labour.  Herein  above  all  did  his 
greatness  consist. 

2 Compare  with  what  follows,  Siebeck,  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  Philos.  mid  philos.  Kritik, 
1888,  p.  170  ff. 
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resolutely  than  his  Neoplatonic  teachers,  to  whom  he  owed 
much,  but  whom  he  far  surpassed.  "  The  contents  of  the  inner 
life  lay  clearly  before  Augustine's  eyes  as  a  realm  of  distinctive 
objects  of  perception,  outside  and  independent  of  sense  experi 
ence,  and  he  was  convinced  by  his  own  rich  insight  that  in  this 
sphere  quite  as  genuine  knowledge  and  information,  based  on 
inner  experience,  were  to  be  gained,  as  by  external  observation 
in  surrounding  nature."  Augustine  brought  to  an  end  the  de 
velopment  of  ancient  philosophy  by  completing  the  process 
which  led  from  the  nai've  objective  to  the  subjective  objective.1 
He  found  what  had  been  long  sought  for  :  the  making  of  the 
inner  life  the  starting-point  of  reflection  on  the  world.2  And 
he  did  not  give  himself  up  to  empty  dreams,  but  investigated 
with  a  truly  "  physiological  psychology  "  all  conditions  of  the 
inner  life,  from  its  elementary  processes  up  to  the  most  sublime 
moods  ;  he  became,  because  he  was  the  counterpart  of  Aristotle, 
the  true  Aristotle  of  a  new  science,3  which  seems  indeed  to 

1  See  the  Appendix  on  Neoplatonism,  Vol.  I.,  p.  336  ff. 

2 The  method  of  the  Neoplatonists  was  still  very  uncertain,  and  this  is  connected, 
among  other  things,  with  their  polytheism.  It  is  easy  to  show  that  Augustine 
went  so  much  further  in  psychology  because  he  was  a  monotheist.  So  far  as  I  know 
we  are  still,  unfortunately,  without  any  investigation  of  the  importance  of  monotheism 
for  psychology. 

3  See  the  excellent  parallel  between  them  in  Siebeck,  I.e.  p.  188  f.  :  "Among  the 
important  personalities  of  Antiquity  two  could  hardly  be  found  with  characters  so 
different  as  Aristotle  and  Augustine.  In  the  former  we  have  the  Greek,  restful  and 
clear,  and  yet  moved  by  energetic  warmth  of  thought,  who  gives  its  purest  scientific 
expression  to  the  Hellenic  ideal  of  the  life  of  the  cultured,  contentment  with  the  even 
and  constant  advance  of  the  life  of  the  thinker,  examining  the  depths  and  wants  of 
the  soul,  only  in  so  far  as  they  appear  on  the  surface,  in  the  external  nature  and  garb 
of  the  affections,  and  discussing  this  whole  domain,  not  properly  in  order  to  know 
the  heart,  but  only  for  rhetorical  purposes.  The  internal  world  of  the  soul  is  here 
described  and  criticised  only  in  so  far  as  it  evinces  itself  in  reciprocal  action  with  the 
external,  and  in  the  form  it  assumes  as  determined  by  the  co-operation  of  the  latter. 
For  the  comprehensive  and  final  problem  with  Aristotle  is  the  scientific  construction 
and  form  of  the  external  world  in  nature  and  social  life.  Augustine's  tendency  and 
frame  of  mind  are  quite  the  opposite.  The  external  owes  all  its  importance  and 
value  in  his  eyes  to  the  form  it  assumes  as  reflected  in  the  internal.  Every 
thing  is  dominated  not  by  problems  of  nature  and  the  State  and  secular  ethics,  but 
by  those  of  the  deepest  wants  of  mind  and  heart,  of  love  and  faith,  hope  and  con 
science.  The  proper  objects  and  the  moving  forces  of  his  speculation  are  not  found 
in  the  relation  of  inward  to  outward,  but  of  inner  to  innermost,  to  the  sense  and 
vision  of  God  in  the  heart.  Even  the  powers  of  the  intellect  are  looked  at  from  a 
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have  forgotten  that  as  a  theory  of  perception,  and  as  inner 
observation,  it  originated  in  the  monotheistic  faith  and  life 
of  prayer.  He  disposed  of  all  that  we  call  the  ancient  classical 
temper,  the  classical  conception  of  life  and  the  world.  With 
the  last  remains  of  its  cheerfulness  and  naive  objectivity,  he 
buried  for  a  long  time  the  old  truth  itself,  and  showed 
the  way  to  a  new  truth  of  things.  But  this  was  born 
in  him  amid  pains,  and  it  has  kept  its  feature  of  painful- 
ness.  Mohammed,  the  barbarian,  smote  into  ruins,  in  the 
name  of  Allah,  who  had  mastered  him,  the  Hellenistic 
world  which  he  did  not  know.  Augustine,  the  disciple  of 
the  Hellenes,  completed  in  the  West  the  long  prepared  dis 
solution  of  this  world,  in  the  name  of  God,  whom  he  had 

new  point  of  view,  owing  to  the  influence  exerted  on  them  by  the  heart  and  will,  and 
they  lose,  in  consequence,  their  claim  to  sole  supremacy  in  scientific  thought.  The 
cool  analysis  made  by  Aristotle  of  the  external  world,  which  also  dissected  and  dis 
criminated  between  the  states  of  the  soul,  as  if  they  were  objects  that  existed  exter 
nally,  disappears  in  Augu-tine  before  the  immediate  experience  and  feeling  of  states 
and  processes  of  the  emotional  life  ;  but  the  fact  that  he  presents  them  to  us  with 
the  warmest  personal  interest  in  them,  entirely  prevents  us  from  feeling  the  absence 
of  the  Aristotelian  talent  of  acuteness  in  analytical  dissection.  While  Aristotle  avoids 
all  personal  and  individual  colouring  in  his  views,  and  labours  everywhere  to  let  the 
matter  in  hand  speak  for  itself,  Augustine,  even  when  bringing  forward  investigations 
of  the  most  general  purport,  always  speaks  as  if  only  of  himself,  the  individual,  to 
whom  his  personal  feelings  and  sensations  are  the  main  thing.  He  is  a  priori  certain 
that  they  must  have  a  farther  reaching  meaning,  since  feeling  and  wishing  are  found 
to  be  similar  potencies  in  every  human  heart.  Questions  of  ethics,  which  Aristotle 
handles  from  the  standpoint  of  the  relation  of  man  to  man,  appear  in  Augustine  in 
the  light  of  the  relations  between  his  own  heart  and  that  of  this  known  and  felt  God. 
With  the  former  the  supreme  decision  is  given  by  clear  perception  of  the  external  by 
reason  ;  with  the  latter,  by  the  irresistible  force  of  the  internal,  the  conviction  of  feel 
ing,  which  in  his  case — as  is  given  in  such  perfection  to  few — is  fused  with  the  pene 
trating  light  of  the  intellect.  .  .  .  Aristotle  knows  the  wants  of  the  inner  life  only  so 
far  as  they  are  capable  of  developing  the  life,  supported  by  energetic  effort  and  philo 
sophic  equanimity,  in  and  with  society.  He  seems  to  hold  that  clear  thinking  and 
restfully  energetic  activity  prevent  all  suffering  and  misfortune  to  society  or  the  indi 
vidual.  The  deeper  sources  of  dispeace,  of  pain  of  soul,  of  unfulfilled  wants  of  the 
heart,  remain  dark  in  his  investigation.  Augustine's  significance  begins  just  where 
the  problem  is  to  trace  the  unrest  of  the  believing  or  seeking  soul  to  its  roots,  and  to 
make  sure  of  the  inner  facts  in  which  the  heart  can  reach  its  rest.  Even  the  old  pro 
blems  which  he  reviews  and  examines  in  their  whole  extent  and  meaning  from  the 
standpoint  of  his  rich  scientific  culture,  now  appear  in  a  new  light.  Therefore  he 
can  grasp,  and,  at  the  same  time,  deepen  everything  which  has  come  to  him  from 
Hellenism.  For  Aristotle,  everything  that  the  intellect  can  see  and  analyse  in  the 
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perceived  to  be  the  only  reality ; l  but  he  built  up  a  new  world 
in  his  own  heart  and  mind.2  However,  nothing  really  perished 
entirely,  because  everything  was  accomplished  by  a  protracted 
transformation,  and,  besides,  the  old  Hellenistic  world  continued 
in  part  to  exist  on  the  North-East  coast  of  the  Mediterranean. 
It  was  possible  to  travel  back  along  the  line  which  had  been 
traced  by  a  millennium  down  to  Augustine,  and  the  positive 

inner  and  outer  world  constitutes  a  problem  ;  for  Augustine,  that  holds  the  chief 
place  which  the  life  of  feeling  and  desire  forces  on  him  as  a  new  fact  added  to  his 
previous  knowledge.  In  the  one  case  it  is  the  calm,  theoretical  mind  ;  in  the  other, 
the  conscience  excited  by  the  unrest  caused  by  love  of  God  and  consciousness  of  sin, 
from  which  the  questions  spring.  But  along  with  this,  scientific  interest  also  turned 
to  a  wholly  novel  side  of  actual  life.  No  wonder  that  the  all-sufficiency  of  the  dis 
secting  ami  abstracting  intellect  had  its  despotism  limited.  The  intellect  was  now 
no  longer  to  create  problems,  but  to  receive  them  from  the  depths  of  the  world  of 
feeling,  in  order  then  to  see  what  could  be  made  of  them.  Nor  was  it  to  continue  to 
feel  supremacy  over  the  will,  but  rather  the  influence  to  which  it  was  subject  from  it. 
The  main  subject  of  its  reflections  was  to  consist,  henceforth,  not  in  the  external 
world,  nor  in  the  internal  discussed  by  means  of  analogy  with,  and  the  method  of, 
the  external,  but  in  the  kernel  of  personality,  conscience  in  connection  with  emotion 
and  will.  On'y  from  this  point  might  it  return,  in  order  to  learn  to  understand  them 
anew,  to  previous  views  of  the  inner  and  outer  life.  Aristotle,  the  Greek,  was  only 
interested  in  the  life  of  the  soul,  in  so  far  as  it  turned  outward  and  helped  to  fathom 
the  world  theoretically  and  practically  ;  Augustine,  the  first  modern  man  (the  expres 
sion  occurs  also  in  Sell,  Aus  der  Gesch.  des  Christenthums,  1888,  p.  43  ;  I  had 
already  used  it  years  ago),  only  took  it  into  consideration,  in  so  far  as  reflection  upon 
it  enabled  him  to  conceive  the  inner  character  of  personal  life  as  somtthing  really  in 
dependent  of  the  outer  world."  Aristotle  and  Augustine  are  the  two  rivals  who  con 
tended  in  the  science  and  tendency  of  the  following  centuries.  Both,  as  a  rule,  were 
indeed  degraded,  Aristotle  to  empty  distinctions  and  categories,  and  a  hide-bound 
dogmatism,  Augustine  to  a  mysticism  floating  in  all  conceivable  media,  having  lost 
the  guidance  of  a  sure  observation  of  the  inner  nature.  Even  in  the  Pelagians 
Augustine  energetically  opposed  Aristotelian  rationalism,  and  his  controversy  with 
them  was  repeated  over  and  over  again  in  after  ages.  In  the  history  of  religion  it 
was  a  fight  between  a  really  irreligious,  theologically,  labelled  morality  and  religion  ; 
for  even  in  its  classical  form,  Aristotelianism  is  a  morality  without  religion. 

1  All  Christian  Hellenistic  thinkers  before  Augustine  were  still  refined  polyiheists, 
or,  more  correctly,  the  polytheistic  element  was  not  wholly  eradicated  in  their  case, 
seeing  that  they  preserved  a  part  of  nature-religion.  This  is  most  evident  among 
Origen's  successors. 

2  Weh  !  Weh  !  Wir  tragen 

Du  hast  sie  zerstort,  Die  Triimmer  ins  Nichts  hiniiber 

Dieschone  Welt,  Und  klagen 

Mit  machtiger  Faust ;  Ueber  die  verlorene  Schone. 

Sie  stiirzt,  sie  zerfallt  !  Priichtiger  baue  sie  wieder, 

Ein  Halbgott  hat  sie  zerschlagen !      In  deinem  Bu.sen  baue  sie  auf ! 


1 10  HISTORY  OF  DOGMA.  [CHAP.  IV. 

capital,  which  Neoplatonism  and  Augustine  had  received  from 
the  past  and  had  changed  into  negative  values,  could  also  be 
re-established  with  a  positive  force.  But  something  had  un 
doubtedly  been  lost ;  we  find  it  surviving  in  almost  none  but 
those  who  were  ignorant  of  theology  and  philosophy ;  we  do 
not  find  it  among  thinkers ;  and  that  is  frank  joy  in  the  pheno 
menal  world,  in  its  obvious  meaning,  and  in  calm  and  energetic 
work.1  If  it  were  possible  to  unite  in  science  and  in  the  dis 
position,  the  piety,  spirituality,  and  introspection  of  Augustine, 
with  the  openness  to  the  world,  the  restful  and  energetic  activity, 
and  unclouded  cheerfulness  of  antiquity,  we  should  have  reached 
the  highest  level !  We  are  told  that  such  a  combination  is  a 
phantom,  that  it  is  an  absurd  idea.  But  do  we  not  honour  the 
great  minds,  who  have  been  granted  us  since  Luther,  simply 
because  they  have  endeavoured  to  realise  the  "  fancy  picture  "  ? 
Did  not  Goethe  declare  this  to  be  his  ideal,  and  endeavour  to 
present  it  in  his  own  life,  in  his  closing  epoch  ?  Is  it  not  in  the 
same  ideal  that  the  meaning  of  evangelical  and  reforming  Chris 
tianity  is  contained,  if  it  is  really  different  from  Catholicism  ? 

"  I  desire  to  know  God  and  the  soul.  Nothing  more  ?  No 
thing  at  all."2  In  these  words  Augustine  has  briefly  formulated 
the  aim  of  his  spiritual  life.  That  was  the  truth*  for  which 
"  the  marrow  of  his  soul  sighed."  All  truth  was  contained  for 
him  in  the  perception  of  God.  After  a  brief  period  of  sore 
doubting,  he  was  firm  as  a  rock  in  the  conviction  that  there  was 
a  God,  and  that  he  was  the  supreme  good  (summum  bonum) ; 45 
but  who  he  was,  and  how  he  was  to  be  found,  were  to  him  the 
great  questions.  He  was  first  snatched  from  the  night  of  un 
certainty  by  Neoplatonism  :  the  Manichsean  notion  of  God  had 

1  Compare  even  the  state  of  feeling  of  Petrarch  and  the  other  Humanists. 

2  Soliloq. ,  I.  7.     Deum  et  animam  scire  cupio.     Nihilne  plus?    Nihil  omnino.     In 
the  knowledge  of  God  was  also  included  that  of  the  Cosmus,  see  Scipio,  Metaphysik, 
p.  14  fiF. 

3  Playing  with  husks  and  shells  disgusted  Augustine ;  he  longed  for  facts,  for  the 
knowledge  of  actual  forces. 

4  Augustine  became  a  Manichaean  because  he  did  not  get  past  the  idea  that  the 
Catholic  doctrine  held  God  to  be  the  originator  of  sin. 

5  Confess.,  VII.  16:  "  Audivi  (verba  Ego  sum  qui  sum)  sicut  auditur  in  corde,  et 
non  erat  prorsus  unde  dubitarem  ;  faciliusque  dubitarem  vivere  me,  quam  non  esse 
veritatem  (VI.,  5). 
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proved  itself  to  be  false,  since  its  God  was  not  absolute  and 
omnipotent.  Neoplatonism  had  shown  him  a  way  by  which  to 
escape  the  flux  of  phenomena,  and  the  mysterious  and  harassing 
play  of  the  transient,  to  reach  the  fixed  resting-point  he  sought, 
and  to  discover  this  in  the  absolute  and  spiritual  God  (Confess. 
VI  I.,  26 :  "  incorporea  veritas").  Augustine  traversed  this  ascend 
ing  path  from  the  corporeal  world  through  ever  higher  and  more 
permanent  spheres,  and  he  also  experienced  the  ecstatic  mood 
in  the  "  excess  "  of  feeling.1  But  at  the  same  time  he  turned 
more  energetically  to  those  observations  for  which  the  Neoplaton- 
ists  had  only  been  able  to  give  him  hints — to  his  spiritual  ex 
perience,  and  psychological  analysis.  He  was  saved  from 
scepticism  by  perceiving  that  even  if  the  whole  of  external 
experience  was  subject  to  doubt,  the  facts  of  the  inner  life  re 
mained  and  demanded  an  explanation  leading  to  certainty. 
There  is  no  evil,  but  we  are  afraid,  and  this  fear  is  certainly  an 
evil.2  There  is  no  visible  object  of  faith,  but  we  see  faith  in 
us.3  Thus — in  his  theory  of  perception — God  and  the  soul 
entered  into  the  closest  union,  and  this  union  confirmed  him  in 

1  Suggestions   in  Confess.,  VII.    13-16,   23.      Here   is    described  the  intellectual 
"  exercise  "  of  the  observation  of  the  mutabilia  leading  to  the  incommutabile.     "  Et 
pervenit  cogitatio  ad  id  quod  est,  in  ictu  trepidantis  aspectus.     Tune  vero  invisibilia 
tua,  per  ea  quse  facta  sunt,  intellecta  conspexi  (this  now  becomes  his  dominant  saying); 
sed  ademfigere  non  valui :  et  repercussa  infirmitate  redditus  solitis,  non  mecum  ferebam 
nisi  amantem   memoriam   et   quasi   olfacta  desiderantem  (quite  as  in  Plotinus)  quae 
comedere  nondum  possem,"  VIII.  I.     But  again  in  his  famous  dialogue  (IX.  23-25), 
with  his  mother  in  Ostia,  a  regular  Neoplatonic  "  exercise"  is  really  described  which 
ends  with  ecstasy  (attigimus  veritatem  modice  toto  ictu   cordis").     We  afterwards 
meet  extremely  seldom  with  anything  of  the  same  kind  in  Augustine;  on  the  other 
hand,  the  anti-Manichaean  writings  still  show  many  echoes  ("  se  rapere  in  deum," 
"  rapi  in  deum,"  "  volitare,"  "  amplexus  dei  ").     Reuter  says  rightly  (p.  472)  that 
these  are  unusual  expressions,  only  occurring  exceptionally.      But  he  must  have  for 
gotten  the  passages  in  the  Confessions  when  he  adds  that  no  instructions  are  given 
as  to  the  method  to  be  followed. 

2  Confess.,  VII.  7  :  "  Ubi  ergo  malum  et  unde  et  qua  hue  irrepsit  ?     Quae  radix 
ejus  et  quo  semen  ejus  ?     An  omnino  non  est  ?     Cur  ergo  timemus  et  cavemus  quod 
non  est  ?     Aut  si  inaniter  timemus,  certe  vel  timor  ipse  malum  est   ...    et  tanto 
gravius  malum,  quanto  non  est  quod  timeamus.     Idcirco  aut  est  malum  quod  timemus, 
ant  hoc  malum  est  quia  timemus" 

3De  trimt.,  XIII.  3:  "Cum  propterea  credere  jubeamur,  quia  id  quod  credere 
jubemur,  videre  non  possumus,  ipsam  tamen  ficlem,  quando  inest  in  nobis,  videmus 
in  nobis." 
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his  belief  in  their  metapliy steal  connection.  Henceforth  the  in 
vestigation  of  the  life  of  the  soul  was  to  him  a  theological 
necessity.  No  examination  seemed  to  him  to  be  indifferent; 
he  sought  to  obtain  divine  knoiuledge  from  every  quarter.  The 
command  to  "  know  thyself"  (TvwOi  a-eavrov)  became  for  him 
the  way  to  God.  We  cannot  here  discuss  the  wealth  of  psycho 
logical  discoveries  made  by  him.1  But  he  only  entered  his 
proper  element  when  he  was  inquiring  into  the  practical  side  of 
spiritual  life.  The  popular  conception,  beyond  which  even 
philosophers  had  not  advanced  far,  was  that  man  was  a  rational 
being  who  was  hampered  by  sensuousness,  but  possessed  a  free 
will  capable  at  every  moment  of  choosing  the  good — a  very 
external,  dualistic  view.  Augustine  observed  the  actual  man. 
He  found  that  the  typical  characteristic  of  the  life  of  the  soul 
consisted  in  the  effort  to  obtain  pleasure z  (cupido,  amor)  ;  from 
this  type  no  one  could  depart.  It  was  identical  with  the  striv 
ing  to  get  possessions,  enjoyment.  As  the  attempt  to  attain 
the  pleasant  it  was  desire  (libido),  cupiditas,  and  was  perfected 
in  joy  ;  as  resistance  to  the  unpleasant,  it  was  anger  (ira),  fear 
(timor),  and  was  completed  in  sadness  (tristitia).  All  impulses 
were  only  evolutions  of  this  typical  characteristic  ;  sometimes 
they  partook  more  of  the  form  of  passive  impression,  sometimes 
they  were  more  of  an  active  nature,  and  they  were  quite  as  true 
of  the  spiritual  as  of  the  sensuous  life? 

According  to  Augustine,  the  will  is  most  closely  connected 
with  this  life  of  impulse,  so  that  impulses  can  indeed  be  con 
ceived  as  contents  of  the  will,  yet  it  is  to  be  distinguished  from 
them.  For  the  will  is  not  bound  to  the  nexus  of  nature  ;  it  is  a 
force  existing  above  sensuous  nature.4  It  is  free,  in  so  far  as  it 

1  As  regards  memory,  association  of  ideas,  synthetic  activity  of  spontaneous  thought, 
ideality  of  the  categories,  a  priori  functions,   "  determinant  "  numbers,  synthesis  of 
reproduction  in  the  imagination,  etc.     Of  course  all  this  is  only  touched  on  by  him  ; 
we  have,  as  it  were,  merely  flashes  of  it  in  his  works  ;  see  Siebeck,  I.e.  p.  179.     He 
has  applied  his  observations  on  self-consciousness  in  his  speculation  on  the  Trinity. 

2  He  meant  by  this  the  legitimate  striving  after  self-assertion,  after  Being,  which 
he  attributed  to  all  organic,  nay,  even  to  inorganic,  things;  see  De  civ.  dei,  XI.,  28. 

3  This  is  the  most  important  advance  in  perception. 

4  See  Siebeck  I.e.  p.    181  f.  ;  Hamma  in  the  Tub.   Theol.    Quartalschr.,  vol.  55, 
pp.  427  ff.  458;  Kahl,  Primal  des  Willens,  p.  I  f.      Augustine's  psychology  of  the 
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possesses  formally  the  capacity  of  following  or  resisting  the 
various  inclinations;  but  concretely  it  is  never  free;  that  is, 
never  free  choice  (liberum  arbitrium),  but  is  always  conditioned 
by  the  chain  of  existing  inclinations,  which  form  its  motives  and 
determine  it.  The  theoretical  freedom  of  choice  therefore  only 
becomes  actual  freedom  when  desire  (cupiditas,  amor)  of  good 
has  become  the  ruling  motive  of  the  will  ;  in  other  words,  it  is 
only  true  of  a  good  will  that  it  is  free :  freedom  of  will  and  moral 
goodness  coincide.  But  it  follows  just  from  this  that  the  will 
truly  free  possesses  its  liberty  not  in  caprice,  but  in  being  bound 
to  the  motive  which  impels  to  goodness  ("beata  necessitas 
boni ").  This  bondage  is  freedom,  because  it  delivers  the  will 
from  the  rule  of  the  impulses  (to  lower  forms  of  good),  and 
realises  the  destiny  and  design  of  man  to  possess  himself  of  true 
being  and  life.  In  bondage  to  goodness  the  higher  appetite 
(appetitus),  the  genuine  impulse  of  self-preservation,  realises 
itself,  while  by  satisfaction  "  in  dissipation  "  it  brings  man  "  bit 
by  bit  to  ruin."  It  does  not  follow,  however,  from  Augustine's 
assertion  of  the  incapacity  for  good  of  the  individual  spontaneous 
will,  that  the  evil  will,  because  it  is  not  free,  is  also  irresponsible  ; 
for  since  the  will  is  credited  with  the  power  of  yielding  to 
the  love  of  good  (amor  boni),  it  is  guilty  of  the  neglect  (the 
defect). 

From  this  point  Augustine,  combining  the  results  of  Neo- 
platonic  cosmological  speculation  with  the  above  analysis,  now 
built  up  his  metaphysic,  or  more  correctly,  his  theology.  But 
since  in  the  epoch  in  which  he  pursued  these  observations,  he 
turned  to  the  asceticism  of  Catholic  monachism,  and  also  studied 
profoundly  the  Psalms  (and  the  Pauline  epistles),  the  simple 
grandeur  of  his  living  notion  of  God  exerted  a  tremendous 
influence  on  his  speculations,  and  condensed  the  different,  and 
in  part  artificially  obtained,  elements  of  his  doctrine  of  God,1 
again  and  again  into  the  supremely  simple  confession :  "  The 

will  is  undoubtedly  rooted  in  indeterminism  ;  but  in  his  concrete  observations  he 
becomes  a  determinist. 

1  They  have  all  besides  a  practical  object,  i.e.,  they  correspond  to  a  definite  form 
of  the  pious  contemplation  of  the  divine,  and  a  definite  relation  to  it  (a  definite  self- 
criticism).  For  details  of  the  theology,  see  Dorner,  Augustin,  pp.  5-112. 
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Lord  of  heaven  and  earth  is  love  ;  He  is  my  salvation  ;  of  whom 
should  I  be  afraid  ?  " 

By  the  Neoplatonic  speculation  of  the  ascent  [of  the  soul] 
Augustine  reached  the  supreme  unchangeable,  permanent  Being,1 
the  incorporeal  truth,  spiritual  substance,  incommutable  and 
true  eternity  of  truth,  the  light  incommutable2  (incorporea 
veritas,  spiritalis  substantia,  incommutabilis  et  vera  veritatis 
aeternitas,  the  lux  incommutabilis).  Starting  with  this,  every 
thing  which  was  not  God,  including  his  own  soul,  was  examined 
by  Augustine  from  two  points  of  view.  On  the  one  hand,  it 
appeared  as  the  absolutely  transient,  therefore  as  non-existent ; 
for  no  true  being  exists,  where  there  is  also  not-being ;  therefore 
God  exists  alone  (God  the  only  substance).  On  the  other  hand, 
as  far  as  it  possessed  a  relative  existence,  it  seemed  good,  very 
good,  as  an  evolution  of  the  divine  being  (the  many  as  the  em 
bodiment,  emanating,  and  ever- returning,  of  the  one).  Augustine 
never  tires  of  realising  the  beauty  (pulchrum)  and  fitness  (aptum) 
of  creation,  of  regarding  the  universe  as  an  ordered  work  of  art, 
in  which  the  gradations  are  as  admirable  as  the  contrasts.  The 
individual  and  evil  are  lost  to  view  in  the  notion  of  beauty  ;  nay, 
God  himself  is  the  eternal,  the  old  and  new,  the  only,  beauty. 
Even  hell,  the  damnation  of  sinners,  is,  as  an  act  in  the  ordina 
tion  of  evils  (ordinatio  malorum),  an  indispensable  part  of  the 
work  of  art3  But,  indeed,  the  whole  work  of  art  is  after 

1  In  Confess.  VII.  16,  he  could  now  put  the  triumphant  question  :  "  Numquid  nihil 
est  veritas,  quoniam  neque  per  finita,  neque  per  infinita  locorum  spatia  diffusa  est." 

2  Not  common  light  ;  "  non  hoc  ilia  erat ;  sed  aliud,  aliud  valde  ab  istis  omnibus. 
Nee  ita  erat  supra  mentem  meam  sicut  oleum  super  aquam,  nee  sicut  coelum  super 
terram,  sed  superior,  quia  ipsa  fecit  me,  et  ego  inferior,  quia  factus  sum  ab  ea.     Qui 
novit  veritatem  novit  earn,  et  qui  novit  eam,novit  aeternitatem.    Caritas  novit  earn.     O 
seterna  veritas,  et  vera  caritas,  et  cara  aeternitas  !  tu  es  cleus  meus  ;  tibi  suspiro  die 
ac  nocte."     (Confess.  VII.   16.)       Further  the  magnificently  reproduced  reflection, 
I  X.  23-25,  De  Trin.  IV.  i.     By  being,  Augustine  did  not  understand  a  vacuous  ex 
istence,  but  being  full  of  life,  and  he  never  doubted  that  being  was  better  than  not- 
being.     De  civit.  dei,  XI.  26  :  "  Et  sumus  et  nos  esse  novimus  et  id  esse  ac  nos?e 
diligimus."      The  triad,    "esse,  scire,  amare  "  was  to  him  the  supreme  thing  ;  he 
never  thought  of  the  possibility  of  glorifying  not-being  after  the  fashion  of  Buddhism 
or  Schopenhauer. 

3  We  cannot  here  discuss  Augustine's  cosmology  more  fully  (see  the  works  by 
Gangauf  and  Scipio).  His  reflections  on  life  and  the  gradation  of  organic  and  in 
organic  ("ordo,  species,  modus  ")  were  highly  important  to  later  philosophy  and 


CHAP.  IV.]       DOCTRINES   OF   FIRST  AND   LAST   THINGS.  115 

all — nothing ;  a  likeness,  but  ah !  only  a  likeness  of  the 
infinite  fulness  of  the  one  which  alone  exists.  How  deeply 
in  earnest  Augustine  was  with  this  acosmic  Pantheism,  which 
threatened  to  degenerate  into  cosmic  Monism,  how  he  never 
wholly  abandoned  it,  is  shown  even  by  the  expression  "  pulchri- 
tudo ''  (beauty)  for  God,1  by  his  doctrine  of  predestination, 
which  has  one  of  its  roots  here,  and,  finally,  by  the  aesthetic 
optimism  of  his  view  of  the  world  which  comes  out  here  and 
there  even  in  his  latest  writings,2  and  by  his  uncertainty  as  to 
the  notion  of  creation.3  But  the  very  fact  that,  as  a  rule, 
Augustine  was  governed  by  a  wholly  different  temper  is  a  guar 
antee  that  the  element  here  obtained  was  only  a  grounding  to 
which  he  applied  new  colours.  He  would  not  have  been  the 
reformer  of  Christian  piety  if  he  had  only  celebrated,  albeit  in 
the  most  seductive  tones,4  that  Neoplatonic  notion  of  God, 
which,  indeed,  ultimately  rested  on  a  pious  natural  sentiment. 

The  new  elements  resulted  first  from  the  psychological 
analysis  briefly  indicated  above.  He  found  in  man,  as  the 
fundamental  form  of  existence,  the  desire  to  reach  happiness, 

theology,  and  especially  continued  to  exert  an  influence  in  mediaeval  mysticism.  So 
also  the  view  that  evil  and  good  are  necessary  elements  in  the  artistic  composition  of 
the  world  continued  to  make  its  presence  actively  felt  in  the  same  quarter.  Yet — as 
in  Augustine — the  idea  of  the  privative  significance  of  evil  always  preponderated. 

1  This  expression  is  frequent  in  all  his  writings.     Even  utterances  like  "  vita  vitoe 
meae,"  etc.,  have  at  first  an  acosmic  meaning,  but,  of  course,  were  given  a  deeper 
sense  by  Augustine. 

2  Augustine  never  lost  his  optimistic  joy  in  life  in  the  sense  of  the  true  life,  as  is 
proved  in  his  work,  De  civil,  dei  ;  but  in  contrasting  the  moods  caused  by  contem 
plation  of  the  world — aesthetic  joy  in  the  Cosmus,  and  sorrow  over  the  world  per 
verted  by  sin — the  latter  prevailed.     Existence  never  became  to  Augustine  a  torment 
in  itself,  but  that  existence  did  which  condemned  itself  to  not-being,  bringing  about 
its  own  ruin. 

3  Where  Augustine  put  the  question  of  creation  in  the  form,  "  How  is  the  unity  of 
being  related  to  plurality  of  manifestation?"  the  notion  of  creation  is  really  always 
eliminated.     But  he  never  entirely  gave  up  this  way  of  putting  the  question  ;  for,  at 
bottom,  things  possess  their  independence  only  in  their  manifestation,  while,  in  so 
far  as  they  exist,  they  form  trie  ground  of  knowledge  for  the  existence  of  God.     But 
besides  this,  Augustine  still  asserted  vigorously  the  creatio  ex  nihilo  ("  omnes  naturae 
ex  deo,  non  de  deo,"  De  nat.  bon.  c.  Manich.,  I.).     See  note  4,  p.  120. 

*  He  discovered  these,  and  inspired  hundreds  of  mystics  after  him.  We  have  no 
right  to  deny  that  this  contemplative  view  of  being,  not-being,  and  the  harmony  of 
being  evolving  itself  in  the  phenomenal,  is  also  a  sphere  of  piety. 
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goods,  being,  and  he  could  harmonise  this  desire  excellently 
with  his  Neoplatonic  doctrine.  He  farther  found  the  desire  to 
obtain  an  ever  higher  happiness,  and  ever  loftier  forms  of  good, 
an  inexhaustible  and  noble  longing,  and  this  discovery  also 
agreed  with  the  doctrine.  Unrest,  hunger  and  thirst  for  God, 
horror  and  disgust  at  the  enjoyment  of  lower  kinds  of  good, 
were  not  to  be  stifled  ;  for  the  soul,  so  far  as  it  exists,  comes 
certainly  from  God,  and  belongs  to  Him  (ex  deo  and  ad  deum). 
But  now  he  discovered  a  dreadful  fact  :  the  will,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  would  not  what  it  would,  or  at  least  seemed  to  ^uill.  No,  it 
was  no  seeming ;  it  was  the  most  dreadful  of  paradoxes  ;  we 
will  to  come  to  God,  and  we  cannot,  i.e.,  we  will  not.1  Augustine 
felt  this  state  along  with  the  whole  weight  of  responsibility;  that 
responsibility  was  never  lessened  for  him  by  the  view  that  the 
will  in  not  seeking  God  was  seeking  nothing,  that  it  therefore  by 
self-will  was  properly  "annulling  itself  until  it  no  longer  existed." 
Nor  was  it  mitigated  for  him  by  the  correlative  consideration,  that 
the  individual  will,  ruled  by  its  desire,  was  not  free.  Rather, 
from  the  dread  sense  of  responsibility,  God  appeared  as  the  good, 

1  We  have  the  most  profound  description  of  this  state  in  Confess.  VIII.  17-26  ; 
Augustine  calls  it  a  "  monstrum  "  (monstrous  phenomenon).  He  solves  the  problem 
disclosed,  in  so  far  as  it  is  capable  of  solution,  not  by  an  appeal  to  the  enslaved  will, 
accordingly  not  by  the  "  non  possumus,"  but  as  an  indeterminist  by  the  reflection, 
"non  ex  toto  volumus,  non  ergo  ex  toto  [nobis]  imperamus."  (21),  "I  was 
afraid  that  Thou  mightest  soon  hear  me,  and  heal  me  of  the  sickness  of  lust,  whose 
satisfaction  I  wished  more  than  its  eradication.  .  .  .  And  I  was  deluded,  therefore  I 
put  off  following  Thee  alone  from  day  to  day,  because  I  had  not  yet  seen  any  certain 
aim  for  my  striving.  And  now  the  day  was  at  hand,  and  the  voice  of  my  conscience 
exhorted  me  :  '  Didst  thou  not  say  thou  wouldst  not  cast  the  vain  burden  from 
thee,  only  because  the  truth  was  still  uncertain  ?  fiehold  now  thou  art  certain  of  the 
truth,  but  (thou  wilt  not).'  .  .  .  The  way  to  union  with  God,  and  the  attainment  of 
the  goal,  coincide  with  the  will  to  reach  this  goal,  though,  indeed,  only  with  the 
determined  and  pure  will.  .  .  .  And  thus  during  this  inner  fever  and  irresoluteness  I 
was  wont  to  make  many  movements  with  my  body,  which  can  only  be  performed 
when  the  will  makes  definite  resolves,  and  become  impossible  if  the  corresponding 
limbs  are  wanting,  or  are  fettered,  worn  out,  asleep,  or  hindered  in  any  way.  If, 
e.g.,  I  tore  a  hair  out,  beat  my  brow,  or  embraced  my  knee  with  folded  hands,  I  did 
it  because  I  willed  it.  But  I  might  have  willed  and  not  done  it,  if  the  power  of 
motion  in  my  limbs  had  forsaken  me.  So  many  things,  then,  I  did  in  a  sphere, 
•where  to  will  was  not  the  same  as  to  be  able.  And  yet  I  did  not  that  which  both  I 
longed  incomparably  more  to  do,  and  which  I  could  do  whenever  I  really  earnestly 
willed  it ;  because,  as  soon  as  1  had  willed  it,  I  had  really  already  made  it  mine  in 
willing.  For  in  these  things  the  ability  was  one  with  the  will,  and  really  to  resolve 
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and  the  self-seeking  life  of  impulse,  which  determined  the  will 
and  gave  its  motive,  constituted  evil.  The  "  summum  bonum  " 
now  first  obtained  its  deeper  meaning — it  was  no  longer  merely 
the  permanent  resting  point  for  disturbed  thinkers,  or  the 
exhilarating  enjoyment  of  life  for  jaded  mortals  :  it  now  meant 
that  which  ought  to  be,1  that  which  should  be  the  fundamental 
motive  ruling  the  will,  should  give  the  will  its  liberty,  and 
therewith  for  the  first  time  its  power  over  the  sphere  of  the 
natural,  freeing  the  inexhaustible  longing  of  man  for  the  good 
from  the  dire  necessity  of  sinning  (misera  necessitas  peccandi), 
and  accordingly  first  making  that  innate  longing  effectual.  In 
a  word,  it  now  meant  the  good.  And  thus  the  notion  of  the 
good  itself  was  divested  of  all  accretions  from  the  intellect,  and 
all  eudaimonist  husks  and  wrappings.  In  this  contemplation 
that  overpowered  him,  the  sole  object  was  the  good  will,  the 
moral  imperative  vitalised,  to  renounce  selfish  pleasure.  But  at 
the  same  time  he  acquired  the  experience  which  he  himself 
could  not  analyse,  which  no  thinker  will  undertake  to  analyse, 
that  this  good  laid  hold  of  him  as  love,  and  snatched  him  from 

was  to  do.  And  yet,  in  my  case,  it  w.as  not  clone  ;  and  more  readily  did  my  body 
obey  the  weakest  willing  of  my  soul,  in  moving  its  limbs  at  its  nod,  than  the  soul 
obeyed  itself  where  it  was  called  upon  to  realise  its  great  desire  by  a  simple  effort  of  the 
will.  How  is  such  a  prodigy  possible,  and  what  is  its  reason  ?  The  soul  commands 
the  body,  and  it  obeys  instantly  ;  the  soul  commands  itself,  and  is  resisted.  The 
soul  commands  the  hand  to  be  moved,  and  it  is  done  so  promptly  that  command  and 
performance  can  scarcely  be  distinguished  ;  and  yet  the  soul  is  spirit,  but  the  hand  is 
a  member  of  the  body.  The  soul  commands  the  soul  itself  to  an  act  of  will ;  it  is  its 
own  command,  yet  it  does  not  carry  it  out.  How  is  such  a  prodigy  possible,  and 
what  is  its  reason  ?  The  soul  commands  an  act  of  will,  I  say  ;  its  command  consists 
simply  in  willing  ;  and  yet  that  command  is  not  carried  out.  Sed  non  ex  toto  vult  ; 
non  ergo  ex  toto  imperat.  Nam  in  tantum  imperat,  in  quantum  vult,  et  in  tantum  non 
fit  quod  imperat,  in  quantum  non  vult.  Quoniam  voluntas  imperat  ut  sit  voluntas, 
nee  alia  sed  ipsa.  Non  itatftu  plena  imperat  idea  non  est  quod  imperat.  Nam  si 
plena  esset,  nee  imperaret  ut  esset,  quiajam  esset.  Non  igitur  monstrum  partim  velle, 
partim  nolle,  sed  segritudo  animi  est,  quia  non  totus  assurgit,  veritate  sublevatus, 
consuetudine  prcegravatus.  Et  ideo  sunt  duce  vqluntates,  quia  una  earum  tota  non 
est,  et  hoc  adest  alteri  quod  deest  alteri." 

1  "What  ought  to  be?  How  cannot  the  inner  nature  exhibit  itself  by  reflection, 
but  can  by  action?"  (Scipio,  Metaphysik  des  Aug.,  p.  7.)  Augustine  was  the  first 
to  put  this  question  clearly.  "Antiquity  conceived  the  whole  of  life,  we  might  say, 
in  a  naive  fashion  from  the  standpoint  of  science:  the  spiritual  appeared  as  natural, 
and  virtue  as  a  natural  force. 


Il8  HISTORY  OF   DOGMA.  [CHAP.  IV. 

the  misery  of  the  monstrous  inconsistency  of  existence.1 
Thereby  the  notion  of  God  received  a  wholly  new  content : 
the  good  which  could  do  that  was  omnipotent.  In  the  one  act  of 
liberation  was  given  the  identity  of  omnipotent  being  and  the 
good,  the  summum  ov  (supreme  being)  was  holiness  working  on  the 
will  in  the  form  of  omnipotent  love.  This  was  what  Augustine 
felt  and  described.  A  stream  of  divine  conceptions  was  now 
set  loose,  partly  given  in  the  old  language,  but  with  a  meaning 
felt  for  the  first  time,  wonderfully  combined  with  the  statement 
of  the  philosophical  knowledge  of  God,  but  regulating  and 
transforming  it.  The  Supreme  Being  (summum  esse)  is  the 
Supreme  Good  ;  He  is  a  person ;  the  ontological  defect  of 
creaturely  being  becomes  the  moral  defect  of  godlessness  of 
will ;  evil  is  here  as  there  negative ; 2  but  in  the  former  case  it 
is  the  negation  of  substance  (privatio  substantial),  in  the 
latter  that  of  good  (privatio  boni),  meaning  the  defect 
arising  from  freedom.  The  good  indeed  still  remains 

1  Augustine  indeed  could  further  explain  why  the  form,  in  which  the  good  takes 
possession  of  and  delivers  the  soul,  must  consist  in  the  infusion  of  love.     So  long  as 
the  soul  along  with  its  will  is  confronted  by  duty  (an  ought),  and  commands  itself  to 
obey,   it   has   not  completely  appropriated  the  good;    "nam  si   plena   esset,    nee 
imperaret  ut  esset,  quia  jam  esset "  (Confess.  VIII.  21).     Accordingly,  the  fact  that 
it  admits  the  duty,  does  not  yet  create  an  effective  will  ex  toto.     It  must  accordingly 
so  love  what  it  ought,   that  it   no  longer  needs  command  itself ;   nay,   duty  (the 
ought)  must  be  its  only  love  ;  only  then  is  \iplena  in  voluntate  bona.     The  "abyssus 
corruptions  nostrse  "  is  only  exhausted  when  by  love  we  "  totum  illud,  quod  vole- 
bamus  nolumus  et  totum  illud,  quod  deus  vult,  volumus  (Confess.  IX.  l). 

2  Confess.  VII.   18  :  "  Malum  si  substantia  esset,  bonum  esset.     Aut  enim  esset 
incorruptibilis  substantia,  magnum  utique  bonum  ;  aut  substantia  corruptibilis  esset, 
quae  nisi  bona  esset,  corrumpi  non  posset.'*'     But  since  evil  thus  always  exists  in  a 
good  substance  (more  accurately  :  springs  from  the  bad  will  of  the  good  substance), 
it  is  absolutely  inexplicable  ;  see  e.g.,  De  civitat.  dei,  XII.  7  :  "  Nemo  igitur  quserat 
efficientem  causam  malae  voluntatis  ;  non  enim  est  efEciens  sed  deficiens  (that  is,  the 
aspiration  after  nothing,  after  the  annulling  of  life,  constitutes  the  content  of  the  bad 
will),  quia  nee  ilia  effectio  sed  defectio.    Deficere  namque  ab  eo,  quod  summe  est,  ad 
id,    quod   minus   est,  hoc  est  incipere   habere  voluntatem    malam.      Causas   porro 
defectionum  istarum,  cum  efficientes  non  sint,  ut  dixi,  sed  deficientes,  velle  invenire 
tale  est,  ac  si  quisquam  velit  videre  tenebras  vel  audire  silentium,  quod  tamen  utrum- 
que  nobis  notum  est,  neque  illud  nisi  per  oculos,  neque  hoc  nisi  per  aures,  non  sane 
in  specie,  sed  in  speciei  privatione.     Nemo  ergo  ex  me  scire  queerat,  quod  me  nescire 
scio,  nisi  forte,  ut  nescire  discat,  quod  scire  non  posse  sciendum  est.     Ea  quippe 
quas  non   in   specie,  sed   in  ejus   privatione   sciuntur,   si   dici  aut   intellegi   potest 
quodammodo  nesciendo  sciuntur,  ut  sciendo  nesciantur." 
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the  divine  being  as  fulness  of  life ;  but  for  man  it  is  summed 
up  in  the  "  common  morality "  which  issues  from  the  divine 
being  and  divine  love.  That  is,  he  cannot  appropriate  it  save 
in  the  will,  which  gladly  forsakes  its  old  nature,  and  loves  that 
which  dwells  above  all  that  is  sensuous  and  selfish.  Nothing  is 
good  except  a  good  will:  this  principle  was  most  closely  combined 
by  Augustine  with  the  other:  nothing  is  good  but  God;  and 
love  became  for  him  the  middle  term.  For  the  last  and  highest 
point  reached  in  his  knowledge  was  his  combination  of  the 
thought  that  "  all  substance  was  from  God  "  (omnis  substantia 
a  deo)  with  the  other  that  "all  good  was"  from  God  (omne 
bonum  a  deo).  The  conception  of  God  as  universal  and 
sole  worker,  shaded  into  the  other  that  God,  just  because 
he  is  God  and  source  of  all  being,  is  also  the  only  author 
and  source  of  good  in  the  form  of  self-imparting  love.1 
It  belongs  just  as  essentially  to  God  to  be  grace  (gratia) 
imparting  itself  in  love,  as  to  be  the  uncaused  cause  of  causes 
(causa  causatrix  non  causata).  If  we  express  this  anthropo 
logically  :  goodness  does  not  make  man  independent  of  God — 
that  was  the  old  conception — but  in  goodness  the  constant 
natural  dependence  of  all  his  creatures  on  God  finds  expression 
as  a  willed  dependence  securing  the  existence  of  the  creaturely 
spirit.  The  latter  only  exists  in  yielding  himself,  only  lives  in 
dying,  is  only  free  when  he  suffers  himself  to  be  entirely  ruled 
by  God,  is  only  good  if  his  will  is  God's  will.  These  are  the 
grand  paradoxes  with  which  he  contrasted  the  "  monstrous " 
paradoxes  discussed  above.  But  meanwhile  there  is  no  mistake 
that  the  metaphysical  background  everywhere  shows  in  the 
ethical  view  ;  it  is  seen,  first,  in  the  ascetic  trait  which  clings  to 

i  Augustine  says  of  love  (De  civ.  XI.  2b>),  that  we  not  only  love  its  objects,  but 
itself.  "Amor  amatur,  et  hinc  probamus,  quod  in  honninibus,  qui  rectius  amantur, 
ipse  magis  amatur."  This  observation  led  him  to  see  God  everywhere  in  love.  As 
God  is  in  all  being,  so  is  he  also  in  love  ;  nay,  his  existence  in  being  is  ultimately 
identical  with  his  existence  in  love.  Therefore  love  is  beginning,  middle,  and  end. 
It  is  the  final  object  of  theological  thought,  and  the  fundamental  form  of  true  spiritual 
life.  "  Caritas  inchoata  inchoata  justitia  est ;  caritas  provecta  provecta  justitia  est  ; 
caritas  magna  magna  justitia  est ;  caritas  perfecta  perfecta  justitia  est"  (De  nat.  et 
grat.  84).  But  since  in  life  in  general  voluntas  =  caritas  (De  trin.  XV.  38)  :  "quid 
est  aliud  caritas  quam  voluntas?  ",  we  here  find  once  more  the  profound  connection 
between  ethics  and  psychology. 
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the  notion  of  the  good  in  spite  of  its  simple  form  (joy  in  God) ; 
secondly,  in  uncertainty  as  to  the  notion  of  love,  into  which  an 
intellectual  element  still  enters ;  thirdly,  in  the  conception  of 
grace  (gratia),  which  appears  not  infrequently  as  the  almost 
natural  mode  of  the  divine  existence. 

The  instruction  how  to  hold  communion  with  God  displays 
still  more  clearly  the  interweaving  of  metaphysical  and  ethical 
views,  that  wonderful  oscillation,  hesitancy,  and  wavering  be 
tween  the  intellectual  and  that  which  lives  and  is  experienced 
in  the  depths  of  the  soul.1  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  required  to 
enjoy  God  ;  nay,  he  is  the  only  "  thing  "  (res)  which  may  be 
enjoyed,  all  else  may  only  be  used.  But  to  enjoy  means  "  to 
cling  to  anything  by  love  for  its  own  sake  "  (alicui  rei  amore 
inhaerere  propter  se  ipsam  ").2  God  is  steadfastly  to  be  enjoyed 
— the  Neoplatonists  are  reproached  with  not  reaching  this.3 
This  enjoying  is  inseparably  connected  with  the  thought  of 
God's  "  beauty,"  and  in  turn  with  the  sense  that  he  is  all  in  all 
and  indescribable.4  But,  on  the  other  hand,  Augustine  thrust 

1  Augustine's   ability  to   unite  the  Neoplatonic   ontological  speculation  with  the 
results  of  his  examination  of  the  practical  spiritual  life  was  due  inter  alia  especially 
to  his  complete  abstinence,  in  the  former  case,  from  accepting  ritualistic  elements,  or 
from  introducing  into  his  speculation  matter  taken  from  the  CuUus  and  the  religion 
of  the  second  order.      If  at  first  the  stage  of  spiritual  development  which  he  occupied 
(when  outside  the  Church),  of  itself  protected  him  from  admitting  these  deleterious 
elements,  yet  it  was  a  conspicuous  and  hitherto  unappreciated  side  of  his  greatness 
that  he  always  kept  clear  of  ritualistic  mysticism.     Thereby  he  rendered  an  invaluable 
service  not  only  to  his  disciples  in  mysticism,  but  to  the  whole  Western  Church. 

2  De  doctr.  christ.,  I.,  3  sq. 

3  See    Confess.,  VII.   24:    "et  qseerebam  viam  comparandi   roboris  quod   esset 
idoneum  ad  fruendum  te,  etc.,"  26:  "  certus  quidem  in  istis  eram,  nimis  tamen  in- 
firmus  ad  fruendum  te." 

4  Augustine  has  often  repeated  the  old  Platonic  assertion  of  the  impossibility  of  de 
fining  the  nature  of  God,  and  that  not  always  with  a  feeling  of  dissatisfaction,  but  as 
an  expression  of  romantic  satisfaction  ("  ineffabilis  simplex  natura"  ;   "faciliusdicimus 
quid  non  sit,  quam  quod  sit ").     He  contributed  much,  besides,  to  the  relative  eluci 
dation  of  negative  definitions  and  of  properties  and  accidents,  and  created  scholastic 
terminology  ;  see  especially  De  trinit.,  XV.     He  is  the  father  of  Western  theological 
dialectic  ;  but  also  the  inventor  of  the  dialectic  of  the  pious  consciousness.     From  the 
anti-Manichrean  controversy  sprang  the  desire  to  conceive  all  God's  separate  attributes 
ns  identical,  i.e.,  the  interest  in  the  indivisibility  of  God— God  is  essence,  not  sub 
stance  ;  for  the  latter  cannot  be  thought  of  without  accidents  ;  see  De  trinit.,  VII., 
10 ;  and  this  interest  went  so  far  as  to  hold  that  even  habere  and  esse  coincided  in 
God  (De  civ.,  XI.  10  :  "  ideo  simplex  dicitur  quoniam  quod  habet  hoc  est ").     In 
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aside  the  thought  that  God  was  a  substance  (res)  in  the  interest 
of  a  living  communion  with  him.  God  was  a  person,  and  in 
the  phrase  "  to  cleave  by  love  "  ("  amore  inhaerere ")  the  em 
phasis  falls  in  that  case  on  the  love  (amor)  which  rests  on  faith 

order  to  guard  God  from  corrupt ibtlit as  t  compositeness  of  any  sort  was  denied.  But, 
at  this  point,  Augustine  had,  nevertheless,  to  make  a  distinction  in  God,  in  order  to 
discriminate  the  divine  world-plan  from  him,  and  not  to  fall  completely  into  Pan 
theism.  (The  latter  is  stamped  on  many  passages  in  the  work  De  trinit.,  see  e.g., 
IV.,  3,  "  Quia  unum  verbum  dei  est,  per  quod  facta  sunt  omnia,  quod  est  incom- 
mutabilis  veritas,  ibi  principaliter  atque  incommutabiliter  sunt  omnia  simul,  et  omnia 
vita  sunt  et  omnia  unum  sunt.")  But  since  he  always  harked  to  the  conviction  that 
being,  and  wisdom,  and  goodness,  are  identical  in  God,  he  d'd  not  reach  what  he 
aimed  at.  This  difficulty  increased  still  further  for  him,  where  he  combined  specu 
lation  as  to  the  nature  of  God  with  that  regarding  the  Trinity.  (Dorner,  p.  22  fi.) 
It  is  seen  most  clearly  in  the  doctrine  of  the  divine  world-plan.  It  always  threatens 
to  submerge  the  world  in  the  Son  as  a  unity,  and  to  take  away  its  difference  (it  is 
wrong,  however — at  least  for  the  period  after  c. ,  A.  D.  400 — to  say  conversely  that 
the  intelligible  world  is  for  Augustine  identical  with  the  Son,  or  is  the  Son).  The 
vacillation  is  continued  in  the  doctrine  of  creation.  But  Dorner  (p.  40  f. )  is  wrong 
when  he  says  :  "Augustine  had  no  conception  as  yet  that  the  notion  of  causality, 
clearly  conceived,  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  distinction  between  God  and  the  world." 
Augustine  had  undoubtedly  no  such  conception,  but  this  time  it  is  not  he,  but  Dorner, 
who  shows  his  simplicity.  The  notion  of  causality,  "  clearly  conceived,"  can  never 
establish  a  distinction,  but  only  a  transformation.  If  he  had  meant  to  give  expression 
to  the  former,  he  required  to  introduce  more  into  the  cause  than  the  effect  ;  that  is, 
it  was  necessary  to  furnish  the  cause  with  properties  and  powers  which  did  not  pass 
into  the  causatum  (effect).  But  this  already  means  that  the  scheme  of  cause  and 
effect  is  inadequate  to  establish  the  difference.  Augustine,  certainly,  had  no  clear 
conception  of  such  a  thing  ;  but  he  felt  that  mere  causality  was  useless.  He  adopted 
the  expedient  of  calling  in  "  nihil  "  (nothing)  to  his  aid,  the  negation  :  God  -works  in 
nothing.  This  "nothing"  was  the  cause  of  the  world  not  being  a  transformation 
or  evolution  of  God,  but  of  its  appearing  as  an  inferior  or  irridescent  product,  which, 
because  it  is  a  divina  operatic,  exists  (yet  not  independently  of  God),  and  which,  so 
far  as  independent,  does  not  exist,  since  its  independence  resides  in  the  nihil.  The 
sentence  "  mundus  de  nihilo  a  deo  factus  " — the  root  principle  of  Augustinian  cosmo 
logy — is  ultimately  to  be  taken  dualistically  ;  but  the  dualism  is  concealed  by  the 
second  element  consisting  in  negation,  and  therefore  only  revealing  itself  in  the 
privative  form  (of  mutability,  transitoriness).  But  in  the  end  the  purely  negative 
character  of  the  second  element  cannot  be  absolutely  retained  (Augustine  never,  cer 
tainly,  identilied  it  with  matter);  it  purported  to  be  absolute  impotence,  but  com 
bined  with  the  divine  activity  it  became  the  resisting  factor,  and  we  know  how  it  does 
resist  in  sin.  Accordingly,  the  question  most  fatal  to  Augustine  would  have  been  : 
Who  created  this  nothing  ?  As  a  matter  of  fact  this  question  breaks  down  the  whole 
construction.  Absurd  as  it  sounds,  it  is  justified.  Augustine  cannot  explain  negation 
with  its  determinative  power  existing  side  by  side  with  the  divina  operatio;  for  it  is 
no  explanation  to  say  that  it  did  not  exist  at  all,  since  it  merely  had  negative  effects. 
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(fides),  and  includes  hope  (spes).  "  God  to  be  worshipped 
with  faith,  hope,  and  love  ("  Fide,  spe,  caritate  colendum 
deum").1  Augustine  was  so  strongly  possessed  by  the  feeling, 
never,  indeed,  clearly  formulated,  that  God  is  a  person  whom  we 
must  trust  and  love,  that  this  conviction  was  even  a  latent 
standard  in  his  Trinitarian  speculations.2  Faith,  hope,  and  love 
had,  in  that  case,  however,  nothing  further  to  do  with  "  free 
dom  "  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word.  They  were  God's  gifts, 
and  constituted  a  spiritual  relation  to  Him,  from  which  sprang 
good  resolves  (bonum  velle)  and  righteousness  (justitia).  But, 
indeed,  whenever  Augustine  looked  from  this  life  to  eternal  life, 
the  possession  of  faith,  love,  and  hope  assumed  a  temporary 
aspect.  "  But  when  the  mind  has  been  imbued  with  the  com 
mencement  of  faith  which  works  by  love,  it  aspires  by  a  good 
life  to  reach  the  manifestation  in  which  holy  and  perfect  hearts 
perceive  the  ineffable  beauty  whose  complete  vision  is  tJic  Jiighest 
felicity.  This  is  surely  what  thou  requirest,  '  what  is  to  be 
esteemed  the  first  and  the  last  thing,'  to  begin  with  faith,  to  be 
perfected  in  sigJit"  (Enchir.  5  ;  see  De  doctr.,  II.  34  sq.).3  Cer 
tain  as  it  is  that  the  Neoplatonic  tendency  comes  out  in  this,  it 
is  as  certain  that  we  have  more  than  a  mere  "  remnant  of 
mystical  natural  religion  "  ;  for  the  feeling  that  "  presses  up 
ward  and  forward  "  from  the  faith  in  what  is  not  seen,  to  the 

Yet  theory,  sometimes  acosmic,  sometimes  dualistic,  in  form,  is  everywhere  corrected 
in  Augustine,  whether  by  the  expression  of  a  wise  nescience,  or  by  faith  in  God  as 
Father.  The  criticism  here  used  has  been  attacked  by  Loofs  (R.-Encypl.  3,  Vol.  II., 
p.  271).  We  have  to  admit  that  it  goes  more  deeply  into  the  reason  of  his  views  than 
Augustine's  words  require.  But  I  do  not  believe  that  the  statement  given  by  Loofs 
is  adequate  :  "  God  so  created  his  creatures  from  nothing  that  some  are  less  fair, 
less  good  than  others,  and,  therefore,  have  less  being  (esse)."  Could  Augustine  have 
actually  contented  himself  with  these  facts  without  asking  whence  this  "  less  "  ? 

1  Enchirid.  3. 

2  See  Vol.    IV.,   p.    129  ff.       I    do   not   enter   further   into  the  doctrine   of  the 
Trinity,  but  remark  that  the  term   "  tres  persona; "  was  very  fatal  to  Augustine, 
and  that  all  his  original  efforts  in  dealing   with  the  Trinity  lead  away  from  cos- 
mical  and  hypercosmical  plurality  to  conceptions  that  make  it  express  inner,  spiritual 
self- movement  in  the  one  God. 

3  Cum  autem  initio  fidei  quae  per  dilectionem  operatur  imbuta  mens  fuerit,  tendit 
bene  vivendo  etiam  ad  speciem  pervenire,  ubi  est  sanctis  et  perfectis  cordibus  nota 
ineffabilis  pidchritudo,  cujus  plena  vtsio  est  summa  felicitas.     Hoc  est  nimirum  quod 
requiris,  "quid  primum,  quid  ultimum  teneatur,"  inchoari  fide,  perfici  specie, 
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seeing  of  what  is  believed,  is  not  only  the  innate  germ  of 
religion,  but  its  enduring  stimulus.1  The  idea  of  the  world 
sketched  from  contemplation  of  the  inner  life  and  the  sense  of 
responsibility,  which  was  combined  with  that  of  metaphysical 
cosmological  speculation,  led  finally  to  a  wholly  different  state 
of  feeling  from  the  latter.  The  optimism  founded  on  aesthetics 
vanished  before  the  "  monstrum  "  of  humanity  which,  infirm  of 
will,2  willed  not  and  did  not  what  at  bottom  it  desired,  and  fell 
into  the  abyss  of  perdition.  They  are  only  a  few  who  suffer 
themselves  to  be  saved  by  grace.  The  mass  is  a  massa  perdi- 
tionis,  which  death  allures.  "  Woe  is  thee,  thou  torrent  of 
human  custom  !  Who  shall  stop  thy  course  ?  How  long  will 
it  be  before  thou  art  dried  up  ?  and  whom  wilt  thou,  O  offspring 
of  Eve,  roll  into  the  huge  and  hideous  ocean,  which  even  they 

1  We  may  here  touch  briefly  on  the  question  several  times  recently  discussed,  as  to 
the  supremacy  of  the  will  in  Augustine.  Kahl  has  maintained  it.  But  Siebeck  (I.e. 
183  f. )  has  with  reason  rejected  it ;  (see  also  my  notice  of  Kahl's  book  in  the  ThLZ., 
1886,  No.  25) ;  and  Kahl  has  himself  to  admit  "that  at  the  last  stage  of  knowledge 
Neoplatonic  intellectualism,  which  explains  volition  away  in  view  of  thought,  has 
frequently  traversed  the  logical  consequences  of  Augustine's  standpoint."  But  it  is 
just  the  last  stage  that  decides.  On  the  other  hand,  Kahl  is  quite  right  in  apprecia 
ting  so  highly  the  importance  of  the  will  in  Augustine.  The  kernel  of  our  nature 
exists  indisputably  according  to  Augustine  in  our  will  ;  therefore,  in  order  that  the 
veritas,  the  scire  deum  et  animam  may  be  able  to  obtain  supremacy,  and  become,  as 
it  were,  the  unique  function  of  man,  the  will  must  be  won  on  its  behalf.  This  takes 
place  through  God's  grace,  which  leads  the  soul  to  will  and  love  spiritual  truth,  i.e., 
God.  Only  now  is  it  rendered  possible  for  the  intellect  to  assume  supremacy. 
Accordingly  the  freeing  of  (he  will  is  ultimately  the  substiiiition  of  the  supremacy  of 
the  intellect  for  that  of  the  will.  (Compare,  e.g.,  the  passage  Confess.  IX.  24: 
"regio  ubertatis  indeficientis,  ubi  pascis  Israel  in  seternum  veritatis  pabulo,  et  ubi 
vita  sapientia  esi";  but  for  this  life  it  holds  true  that  "  sapientia  hominis  pietas.") 
Yet  in  so  far  as  the  supremacy  of  the  intellect  could  not  maintain  itself  without  the 
amor  essendi  et  sciendi,  the  will  remains  the  co-efficient  of  the  intellect  even  in  the 
highest  sphere.  That  is,  briefly,  Augustine's  view  of  the  relation  of  the  will  and 
intellect.  It  explains  why  the  return  to  Augustine  in  the  Middle  Ages  brought  about 
the  complete  subordination  of  the  intellect  to  the  will  ;  for  Augustine  himself  so  pre 
sented  the  case  that  no  inner  state  and  no  activity  of  thought  existed  apart  from  the 
will.  But  if  that  were  so,  Augustine's  opinion,  that  the  vision  (visio)  of  God  was  the 
supreme  goal,  could  not  but  in  the  end  pass  away.  It  was  necessary  to  demon 
strate  a  goal  which  corresponded  to  the  assured  fact  that  man  was  will  (see  Duns 
Scotus). 

2  See  De  civit.  dei,  XIV.  3  sq.  ;  it  is  not  the  body  (sensuousness)  that  is  the  ulti 
mate  cause  of  sin. 
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scarcely  overpass  who  have  climbed  the  tree  [the  Church]?"1 
The  misery  of  the  earth  is  unspeakable  ;  whatever  moves  and 
cherishes  an  independent  life  upon  it  is  its  own  punishment ; 
for  he  who  decreed  sins  (the  ordinator  peccatorum)  has 
ordained  that  every  sin  judges  itself,  that  every  unregulated 
spirit  is  its  own  punishment. 2 

But  from  the  beginning  the  historical  Christian  tradition 
penetrated  with  its  influence  the  sequence  of  thoughts  (on 
nature  and  grace),  which  the  pious  thinker  had  derived  from  his 
speculations  on  nature  and  his  spiritual  experience.  Brought 
up  from  boyhood  as  a  Catholic  Christian,  he  has  himself  con 
fessed  that  nothing  ever  satisfied  him  which  did  not  bear  the 
name  of  Christ.3  The  description  of  the  years  when  he 
wandered  in  doubt  is  traversed  as  with  a  scarlet  cord  by  the 
bond  that  united  him  with  Christ.  Without  many  words, 
indeed  with  a  modest  reserve,  he  recalls  in  the  Confessions  the 
relation  to  Christ  that  had  never  died  out  in  him,  until  in  VII. 
24  f.,  he  can  emphasise  it  strongly.  We  cannot  doubt  that  even 
those  expositions  of  his  which  are  apparently  indifferent  to  the 
Church  traditions  of  Christianity — on  the  living  personal  God, 
the  distinction  between  God  and  the  world,  on  God  as  Creator, 
on  grace  as  the  omnipotent  principle — were  already  influenced 
by  that  tradition.  And  we  must  remember  that  his  intense 
study  of  Paul  and  the  Psalms  began  whenever,  having  broken 

1  Confess.  I.  25  :  Vx  tibi  flumen  moris  human!  ?  quis  resistet  tibi  ?  quamdiu  non 
siccaberis  ?  quosque  volves  Evas  films  in  mare  magnum  et  formidolosum,  quod  vix 
transeunt  qui  lignum  [ecclesiam]  conscenderint  ? 

2  There  is  a  wonderful  contrast  in  Augustine  between  the  profound  pessimistic  view 
of  the  world,  and  the  conception,  strictly  held  in  theory,  that  everything  takes  place 
under  the  uniform  and  unchangeable  activity  of  God.     What  a  difference  between 
the  statement  of  the  problem  and  the  result  !     And  in  order  to  remove  this  difference 
the  metaphysician  refers  us  to  the — nothing.     The  course  of  the  world  is  so  confi 
dently  regarded  as  caused  in  whole  and  in  detail  by  God,  nay,  is,  as  it  were,  taken 
up  into  the  unchangeableness  of  God  himself,  that  even  miracles  are  only  conceived 
to  be  events  contrary  to  nature  as  known  to  us  (Genes,   ad  lit.  VI.  13  ;  cf.  De  civ. 
X.  12  ;  XXI.  1-8  ;  nothing  happens  against  nature  ;  the  world  is  itself  the  greatest, 
nay,  the  sole  miracle  ;  see  Nitzsch,  Aug's  Lehre  v.  Wunder,  1865  ;  Dorner,  p.  71  f.), 
and  yet  everything  shapes  itself  into  a  vast  tragedy.     In  this  nothing  there  still  indeed 
lurks  in  Augustine  a  part  of  Manichaeism  ;  but  in  his  vital  view  of  the  world  it  is  not 
the  "  nothing"  which  plays  a  part,  but  the  sin  of  wicked  pleasure — self-will. 

3  Confess.  III.  8 ;  V.  25  ;  etc. 
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with  Manichaeism,  he  had  been  convinced  by  Neoplatonism 
that  God  was  a  spiritual  substance  (spiritalis  substantia).  Even 
the  expositions  in  the  earliest  writings  which  are  apparently 
purely  philosophical,  were  already  dominated  by  the  Christian 
conviction  that  God,  the  world,  and  the  Ego  were  to  be 
distinguished,  and  that  room  was  to  be  made  for  the  distinction 
in  mystical  speculation.  Further,  all  attempts  to  break  through 
the  iron  scheme  of  God's  unchangeableness  (in  his  active 
presence  in  the  world)  are  to  be  explained  from  the  impression 
made  by  Christian  history  upon  Augustine. 

However,  we  cannot  here  take  in  hand  to  show  how  Christ 
and  the  Church  gradually  obtained  a  fixed  fundamental  posi 
tion  in  his  mode  of  thought.  His  reply  to  Laurentius  in  the 
Enchiridion,  that  "  Christ  is  the  sure  and  peculiar  foundation  of 
the  Catholic  faith,"  (certum  propriumque  fidei  catholicae  funda- 
mentum  Christus  est),  would  have  been  made  in  the  same  terms 
many  years  before,  and,  indeed,  though  his  conceptions  of  Christ 
were  then  still  uncertain,  as  early  as  about  A.D.  387. 1  Christ, 
the  way,  strength,  and  authority,  explained  for  him  the  sig 
nificance  of  Christ.  It  is  very  noteworthy  that  in  the  Confes 
sions  VII.,  24  sq.,  and  other  passages  where  he  brings  the 
Christian  religion  into  the  question  as  to  the  first  and  last  things, 
he  does  not  produce  general  theories  about  revelation,  but  at 
once  gives  the  central  place  to  Christ  and  the  Church.2  The 

i  See  the  avowals  in  Confess.  VII.  25. 

-  Naturally,  general  investigations  are  not  wanting  of  the  nature  of  revelation  as  a 
whole,  iis  relation  to  ratio,  its  stages  (punishment  of  sin,  law,  prophecy),  etc.,  but 
they  have  no  secure  connection  with  his  dogmatics  ;  they  are  dependant  on  the 
occasions  that  called  them  forth,  and  they  are  not  clearly  thought  out.  In  any  case, 
however,  so  many  elements  are  found  in  them  which  connect  them  with  Greek 
speculations,  and  in  turn  others  which  exerted  a  powerful  influence  at  a  later  date 
(see  Abelard),  that  one  or  two  references  are  necessary  (cf.  Schmidt,  Origenes  and 
Aug.  als  Apolegeten  in  the  Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.  VIII.;  Bb'hringer,  p.  204  ff. ; 
Reuter,  p.  90  f. ,  350  ff. ,  400).  Augustine  occupies  himself  here,  as  always,  with  a 
problem  whose  factors  ultimately  do  not  admit  of  being  reconciled.  On  the  one 
hand,  he  never  gave  up  the  lofty  appreciation  of  reason  (ratio),  of  independent  know 
ledge,  in  which  being  and  life  are  embraced.  Originally  (in  his  first  period,  after 
A.D.  386),  although  he  had  already  seen  the  importance  of  auctoritas,  he  set  up  as 
the  goal  of  the  ratio  the  overcoming  of  auctoritas,  which  required  to  precede  it  only 
for  a  time  (I)e  ord.  II.,  26,  27).  "  Ratio  was  to  him  the  organ  in  which  God  reveals 
himself  to  man,  and  in  which  man  perceives  God."  In  after  times  this  thought  was 
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two  decisive  principles  on  which  he  laid  stress  were  that  the 
Catholic  Church  alone  introduces  us  into  communion  with 
Christ,  and  that  it  is  only  through  communion  with  Christ 
that  we  participate  in  God's  grace.  That  is,  he  is  only 

never  given  up  ;  but  it  was  limited  by  the  distinction  between  subjective  and  objective 
reason,  by  the  increasing  perception  of  the  extent  of  the  influence  exerted  on  human 
reason  by  the  will,  by  the  assumption  that  one  consequence  of  original  sin  was  ignor 
ance,  and,  finally,  by  the  view  that  while  knowledge,  due  to  faith,  would  always  be 
uncertain  here  below,  the  soul  longed  after  the  real,  i.e.,  the  absolute  and  absolutely 
sure,  knowledge.  The  latter  alone  superseded  ratio  as  the  organ  by  which  God  is 
known,  as  guide  to  the  vita  beata ;  the  other  limitations  were  limitations  pure  and 
simple.  And  the  constancy  with  which,  in  spite  of  these,  Augustine  at  all  times 
valued  ratio  is  proved  by  those  striking  expositions,  which  occur  in  his  earliest  and 
latest  writings,  of  Christianity  as  the  disclosure  of  the  one  true  religion  which  had 
always  existed.  The  whole  work  De  civitate  dei  is,  indeed,  built  upon  this  thought 
— the  civitas  dei  not  being  first  created  by  the  appearance  of  Christ — which,  indeed, 
has  two  other  roots  besides  Rationalism,  namely,  the  conception  of  the  absolute 
immutability  of  God,  and  the  intention  to  defend  Christianity  and  its  God  against 
Neoplatonic  and  pagari  attacks.  (The  first  two  roots,  as  can  be  easily  shown,  are 
reducible  ultimately  to  one  single  conception.  The  apologetic  idea  is  of  quite  a 
different  kind.  Christianity  is  held  to  be  as  old  as  the  world,  in  order  that  the  re 
proach  of  its  late  arrival  may  fall  to  the  ground.  Here  the  wholly  incongruous  idea 
is  introduced  that  Christians  before  Christ  had  believed  on  his  future  appearance. 
Reuter  has  shown  excellently  (p.  90  ff.)  how  even  the  particularist  doctrine  of  pre 
destination  has  its  share  in  the  universalist  and  humanist  conception  ;  he  also  deserves 
the  greatest  gratitude  for  collecting  the  numerous  passages  in  which  that  conception 
is  elaborated.)  Even  before  the  appearance  of  Christ  the  civitas  dei  existed  ;  to  it  be 
longed  pagans  and  Jews.  Christianity  is  as  old  as  the  world.  It  is  the  natural  religion 
which  has  existed  from  the  beginning  under  various  forms  and  names.  Through  Christ 
it  received  the  name  of  the  Christian  religion;  "res  ipsa  quse  nunc  Christiana  religio 
nuncupatur,  erat  apud  antiques,  nee  defuit  ab  initio  generis  humani,  quousque  ipse  Chris- 
tus  venit  incarne,  unde  vera  religio,  quae  jam  erat,  crepit  appellari  Christiana"  (Retract. 
I.,  12,  3)  ;  see  especially  Ep.  102  and  De  civit.  XVIIL,  47,  where  the  incongruous 
thought  is  inserted  that  the  unus  mediator  was  revealed  to  the  heathens  who  belonged  to 
the  heavenly  Jerusalem  in  the  earliest  time.  The  latter  idea  is  by  no  means  inserted 
everywhere  ;  there  was  rather  up  to  the  end  of  his  life,  in  spite  and  because  of  his 
doctrine  of  particular  predestinating  grace,  an  undercurrent  in  Augustine's  thought  : 
co-ordinating  God  and  free  knowledge,  he  recognised  behind  the  system  of  the 
Church  a  free  science,  and  in  accordance  therewith  conceived  also  God  and  the 
world  to  be  the  abiding  objects  of  knowledge.  With  this  idea,  however,  as  in 
the  case  of  Origen,  Christ  at  once  disappears.  The  ultimate  reason  of  this  consists 
in  the  fact  that  Augustine,  with  all  his  progress  in  knowledge,  never  advanced  to 
history.  The  great  psychologist  was  still  blind  to  the  nature  of  historical  develop 
ment,  to  what  personality  achieved  in  history,  and  what  history  had  accomplished 
for  mankind.  He  had  only  two  methods  of  observation  at  his  disposal — either  the 
mythological  contemplation  of  history,  or  a  rationalistic  neutralising.  The  man  who 
felt  so  clearly  and  testified  so  convincingly  that  freedom  lay  in  the  change  of  will 
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certain  of  the  speculative  conception  of  the  idea  of  the  good,  and  its 
real  activity  as  love  ivhen  it  is  proclaimed  authoritatively  by  tJie 
Churcli  and  supported  by  the  conception  of  Christ. 

By  the  conception  formed  of  Christ.     Here  a  new  element 

when  it  received  a  strength  binding  us  to  the  good,  was  yet  incapable  as  a  thinker  of 
drawing  clearly  the  consequences  of  this  experience.  But  those  should  not  blame 
him  who  cannot  free  themselves  from  the  illusion  that  an  absolute  knowledge  of 
some  sort  must  be  possible  to  man  ;  for  the  effort  to  obtain  such  a  knowledge 
is  the  ultimate  cause  of  the  inability  to  understand  history  as  history.  He 
who  is  only  happy  with  absolute  knowledge  is  either  blind  to  history,  or  it 
becomes  a  Medusa's  head  to  him.  Yet  rationalism  is  only  the  undercurrent,  though 
here  and  there  it  does  force  its  way  to  the  surface.  More  surely  and  more  constantly 
Augustine  appeased  with  revelation  his  hunger  for  the  absolute,  which  he  was  unable 
to  distinguish  from  aiming  at  force  and  strength  (God  and  goodness).  His  feelings 
were  the  same  as  Faust's  :  "We  long  for  revelation."  Now,  it  is  very  characteristic 
that  in  dealing  with  the  notion  of  revelation,  Augustine  has  expounded  nothing  more 
clearly  than  the  thought  that  revelation  is  absolutely  authoritative.  We  can  leave  out 
of  account  his  other  views  on  its  necessity,  nature,  etc.  The  decisive  fact  for  him  is 
that  revelation  does  not  merely  recommend  itself  by  its  intrinsic  •worth.  Accordingly, 
the  external  attestation  is  the  main  point.  Augustine  discussed  this  (especially  in  his 
work  De  civil.)  much  more  carefully  and  comprehensively  than  earlier  Apologists, 
in  order  to  establish  the  right  to  demand  simple  submission  to  t/ie  contents  of  revelation. 
Auctoritas  and  fides  were  inseparably  connected;  indeed,  they  occupied  an  almost 
exclusive  relation  to  each  other  (see  De  util.  cred.,  25  sq.).  We  in'deed  find  him 
explaining  in  his  writings  of  all  periods  that  authority  is  milk-food,  and  that,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  demand  in  matters  of  religion  for  faith  resting  on  authority  is  not 
exceptional,  but  that  all  the  affairs  of  life  of  a  deeper  nature  rest  on  such  a  faith.  But 
these  are  simply  sops  to  Cerberus.  Man  needs  authority  to  discipline  his  mind,  and  to 
support  a  certainly  not  to  be  obtained  elsewhere.  Augustine  was  especially  convinced 
of  this  as  against  heretics  (Manichzeans).  Heathens  he  could  refute  to  a  certain 
extent  from  reason,  heretics  he  could  not.  But  even  apart  from  this,  since  the 
power  which  binds  the  will  to  God  presented  itself  to  him  as  the  rock-fast  conviction 
of  the  unseen,  even  the  "  strong  "  could  not  dispense  with  faith  in  authority.  The 
gradual  progress  from  faith  to  knowledge,  which  was  well-known  to  him  ("  Every 
one  who  knows  also  believes,  although  not  every  one  who  believes  knows,")  was  still 
a  progress  constantly  accompanied  by  faith.  The  saying,  "  fides  praecedit  rationem," 
of  which  he  has  given  so  many  variations  (see  e.g.,  Ep.  120,  2  sq. :  "  fides  pnecedit 
rationem,"  or  paradoxically  :  "  rationabiliter  visum  est,  ut  fides  prcecedat  rationem,'') 
did  not  signify  a  suspension  of  faith  at  the  higher  stages.  Or,  rather,  and  here  the  .SzV 
tt  Non  holds  good,  Augustine  was  never  clear  about  the  relation  of  faith  and 
knowledge  ;  he  handed  over  this  problem  to  the  future.  On  the  one  hand  he  trusted 
ratio  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  he  did  not,  relying  only  on  God,  and  his  Genius  ruling 
in  experience.  Faith's  authority  was  given  for  him  in  Scripture  and  the  Church. 
But  here,  again,  he  only  maintained  and  transmitted  the  disposition  to  obey,  while 
his  theoretical  expositions  are  beset  by  sheer  contradictions  and  ambiguities  ;  for  he 
has  neither  worked  out  the  sufficiency,  infallibility,  and  independence  of  Scripture, 
nor  demonstrated  the  infallibility  of  the  Church,  nor  defined  the  relation  of  Scripture 
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entered.  Augustine  supported,  times  without  number,  the  old 
Western  scheme  of  the  twofold  nature  (utraque  natura),  the 
word  and  man  one  person  (verbum  et  homo  una  persona) — 
(we  may  leave  unnoticed  the  rare,  inaccurate  expressions 
"  permixtio,"  "  mixtura,"  e.g.  Ep.  137,  11,  12),  the  form  of 
God  and  form  of  a  slave,  and  he  contributed  much  to  fortify 
this  scheme  in  the  West  with  its  sharply  defined  division 
between  what  was  done  by  the  human,  and  what  by  the 
divine.  But  the  unusual  energy  with  which  he  rejected 
Apollinarianism — from  his  earliest  to  his  latest  writings — is 
enough  to  show  tJiat  his  deepest  interest  centred  in  the  human 
soul  of  Jesus.  The  passages  are  extremely  rare  in  which  he 
adopts  the  same  interpretation  as  Cyril  of  the  confession  :  "  the 
Word  became  flesh,"  and  the  doctrine  of  the  deification  of  all 
human  nature  by  the  Incarnation  is  not  represented,  or,  at  any 
rate,  only  extremely  doubtfully  represented,  by  him.  (Passages 
referring  to  it  are  not  wholly  awanting,  but  they  are  extremely 
rare.)  He  rather  explains  the  incarnation  of  the  Word  from 
another  point  of  view,  and  accordingly,  though  he  has  points  of 
contact  with  Origen,  he  describes  it  quite  differently  from  the 
Greeks.  Starting  from  the  speculative  consideration,  to  him  a 
certainty,  that  it  is  always  the  whole  Trinity  that  acts,  and  that 
its  operation  is  absolutely  invariable,  the  Incarnation  was  also  a 
work  of  the  whole  Trinity.  The  Trinity  produced  the  manifes 
tation  held  to  signify  the  Son  (De  trin.  in  many  places).  The 
Word  (verbum)  was  not  really  more  closely  related  than  the 

and  the  Church.  Sometimes  Scripture  is  a  court  of  appeal  which  owes  its  authority 
to  the  Church,  sometimes  the  Church  doctrine  and  all  consuetude  are  to  be  measured 
by  Scripture  (Scripture  is  the  only  source  of  doclrina  Christiana),  sometimes  Church 
and  Scripture  are  held  to  constitute  one  whole  ;  in  one  place  the  Church  seems  to 
find  in  the  Council  its  infallible  mouthpiece,  in  the  other,  the  perfectibility  of  Councils 
themselves  is  maintained.  "  The  idea  of  the  Church's  infallibility  belongs  to 
Augustine's  popular  Catholic  presuppositions  which  grew  out  of  his  Catholic  faith. 
It  was  never  directly  or  expressly  expounded  by  him,  or  dogmatically  discussed. 
Therefore  he  cannot  have  felt  the  necessity  of  adjusting  an  exhaustive  or  precise 
doctrine  regarding  the  legitimate  form  of  the  supreme  representation  of  the  Church 
by  supposition  infallible.  This  uncertainty  and  vagueness  perhaps"  (rather,  indisput 
ably)  "  spring  from  the  vacillations  of  his  thought  regarding  authority  and  reason, 
faith  and  knowledge  "  (see  Renter,  pp. 345-358  ;  Bohringer,  pp.  217-256;  Dorner,  pp. 
233-244  ;  further,  above  pp.  77-83,  ami  Vol.  III.,  p.  203  ff.). 
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whole  Trinity  to  the  Son.  But  since  the  Trinity  could  not  act 
upon  Jesus  except  as  it  always  did,  the  uniqueness  and  power  of 
the  Person  of  Jesus  Christ  were  to  be  derived  from  the  'receptive- 
ness  with  which  the  man  Jesus  met  the  operatio  divina  ;  in  other 
words,  Augustine  started  from  the  human  nature  (soul)  in  his 
construction  of  the  God-man.  The  human  nature  received  the 
Word  into  its  spirit  ;  the  human  soul,  because  it  acted  as  inter 
mediary  (medians),  was  also  the  centre  of  the  God-man. 
Accordingly,  the  Word  did  not  become  flesh,  if  that  be  taken  to 
mean  that  a  transformation  of  any  sort  took  place,  but  the 
divina  operatio  trinitatis  could  so  work  upon  the  human  spirit 
of  Jesus,  that  the  Word  was  permanently  attached  to  him,  and 
was  united  with  him  to  form  one  person.1  This  receptiveness 
of  Jesus  was,  as  in  all  other  cases,  caused  by  the  election  of 
grace  ;  it  was  a  gift  of  God  (munus  dei),  an  incomprehensible 
act  of  divine  grace  ;  nay,  it  was  the  same  divine  grace  that  for 
gives  us  our  sins  which  led  the  man  Jesus  to  form  one  person 
with  the  Word  and  made  him  sinless.  The  Incarnation  thus 
appeared  simply  to  be  parallel  to  the  grace  which  makes  us 
willing  who  were  unwilling,  and  is  independent  of  every  histori 
cal  fact." 

1  The  figure  often  used  by  Augustine  that  the  Word  was  united  with  the  man  Jesus 
as  our  souls  are  with  our  bodies  is  absolutely  unsuitable.     Augustine  borrowed  it  from 
antiquity  without  realising  that  it  really  conflicted  with  his  own  conception. 

2  Enchir.,  36:     "Hie   omnino   granditer  et  evidenter  dei   gratia   commendatur. 
Quid  enim  natura  humana  in  liomine  Christi  meruit  ut  in  unitatem  personas  unici  filii 
dei  singulariter  esset  as.iumpta!     Quae  bona  voluntas,  cujus  boni  propositi  stadium, 
quae  bona  opera  praecesserunt,  quibus  mereretur  iste  homo  una  fieri  persona  cum  deo? 
Numquid  antea  fuit  homo,  et  hoc  ei  singulare  beneficium  praestitum  est,  cum  singu- 
lariter  promereretur  deum  ?     Neinpe  ex  quo  homo  esse  ccepit.  non  aliud  coepit  esse 
homo  quam  dei  filius  :  et  hoc  unicus,  et  propter  deum  verbum,  quod  illo  suscepto  caro 
factum  est,  utique  deus.  .  .   .   Unde  naturae  humanae  tanta  gloria,  nullis  praecedenti- 
bus  mentis  sine  dubitatione  gratuita,  nisi  quia  magna  liic  et  sola  dei  gratia  fideliter  et 
sobrie  considerantibus  evidenter  ostenditur,  ut  intellegant  homines  per  eandern  gratiam 
se  justificari  a  peccatis,  per  quam  factum  est  ut  homo  Christus  nullum  habere  posset 
peccatum."     40  :  "  Natus  Christus  insinuat  nobis  gratiam  dei,  qua  homo  nullis  prae- 
cedentibus  meritis  in  ipso  exordio  naturae  suas  quo  esse  ccepit,  verbo  deo  copularetur 
in  tantam  personse  unitatem,  ut  idem  ipse  esset  filius  dei  qui  filius  hominis,  etc." 
De  dono  persev.,  67.     Op.   imperf.,  I.,    138:  "Qua  gratia  homo  Jesus  ab  initio 
factus  est  bonus,  eadem  gratia  homines  qui  sunt  membra  ejus  ex  malis  fiunt  boni." 
De  prasdest.    30:  "  Est  etiam  praeclarissimum  lumen  pnedestinationis  et  gratiae  ipse 
salvator,  ipse  mediator  dei  et  hominum  homo  Christus  Jesus,  qui  ut  hoc  esset,  quibus 
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But  it  was  not  so  meant.  While,  indeed,  it  is  here  again 
evident,  that  the  conception  of  the  divine  grace  in  Christ 
was,  at  bottom,  subordinate  to  predestinating  grace,  and 
that  the  latter  was  independent  of  the  former,1  yet  Augustine 
by  no  means  confined  himself  to  dealing  with  the  ultimate 
grounds  of  his  conceptions.  Rather  the  Incarnation  benefited 
us;  the  salvation  bestowed  was  dependent  on  it  for  us  "  who 
are  his  members  "  (qui  sumus  membra  ejus).2  But  how  far? 
Where  Augustine  speaks  as  a  Churchman,  he  thinks  of  the 
sacraments,  the  powers  of  faith,  forgiveness  and  love,  which 
were  the  inheritance  left  the  Church  by  the  God-man  (see 
under).  But  where  he  expresses  the  living  Christian  piety 
which  actuated  him,  he  had  three  wholly  distinct  concep 
tions  by  which  he  realised  that  Christ,  the  God-man, 
was  the  rock  of  his  faith.3  The  Incarnation  was  the  great 

tandem  suis  vel  operum  vel  fidei  prsecedentibus  meritis  natura  humana  quce  in  illo  est 
com  para  vit  ?  .  .  .  Singulariter  nostra  natura  in  Jesu  nullis  suis  prsecedentibus  men 
tis  accepit  admiranda  (scil.  the  union  with  deity).  Respondeat  hie  homo  deo,  si 
audet,  et  dicat :  Cur  non  et  ego?  Et  si  audierit  :  O  homo,  tu  quis  es  qui  respondeas 
deo,  etc."  De  corrept.  et  grat.  30  :  "  Deus  naturam  nostram  id  est  animam  raiiona- 
lem  carnemque  hominis  Christi  suscepit,  susceptione  singulariter  mirabili  vel  mirabi- 
liter  singulari,  ut  nullis  justitise  surc  prnecedentibus  meritis  filius  dei  sic  esset  ab  initio 
quo  esse  homo  coepisset,  ut  ipse  et  verbum,  quod  sine  initio  est,  una  persona  e.sset." 
De  pecc.  mer.  II.  27.  Augustine  says  in  Confess.  VII.  25  :  "  Ego  autem  ali- 
quanto  posU-rius  didicisse  me  fateor.  in  eo  quod  verbum  caro  factum  est,  quomodo 
catholica  vcritas  a  Photini  falsitate  dirimatur."  Our  account  given  above  will  have 
shown,  however,  that  he  never  entirely  learnt  this.  His  Christology,  at  all  times, 
retained  a  strong  trace  of  affinity  with  that  of  Paul  of  Samosata  and  Photinus  (only  all 
merit  was  excluded  on  the  part  of  the  man  Jesus),  because  he  knew  that  his  faith 
could  not  dispense  with  the  man  Jesus,  and  he  supplanted  the  pseudo-theological 
speculation  as  to  the  Word  by  the  evangelical  one  that  the  Word  had  become  the 
content  of  Christ's  soul. 

1  Therefore,  also,  the  uncertainty  which  we  find  already  in  Augustine  as  to  whether 
the  Incarnation  was  necessary.     In  De  Trinit.  XIII.  13,  he  answers  the  momentous 
question  whether  God  might  not  have  chosen  another  way,  by  leaving  the  possibility 
open,  but  describing  the  way  selected  as  bonus,  divince  diguiiati  congruus  and  con- 
venientior.     I5y  this  he  opened  up  a  perilous  perspective  to  the  Middle  Ages. 

2  Op.  imperf.  I.e. 

3  He  definitely  rejects  the  idea  held  by  him  before  his  conversion  that  Christ  was 
only  a  teacher;    see,    e.g.,    Confess.    VII.    25:    "  Tantum    sentiebam   de   domino 
Christo  meo,  quantum  de  excellentis  sapientiae  viro,  cui  nullus  posset  sequari  ;  pra;- 
sertim  quia  mirabiliter  natus  ex  virgine  ad  exemplum  contemnendorum  temporaliuro 
pro  adipiscenda  immortalitate  divina  pro  nobis  cura  tantam  auctoritatem  magisterii 
meruisse  vklebatur." 
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proof  of  God's  love  towards  us ; l  the  humility  of  God  and 
Christ  attested  in  it  breaks  down  our  pride  and  teaches  us  that 
"  all  goodness  is  made  perfect  in  humility "  (omne  bonum  in 
humilitate  perficitur)  ;  the  truth  which  was  eternal  is  made 
comprehensible  to  us  in  Christ :  lying  in  the  dust  we  can  appre 
hend  God  who  redeems  us  by  revealing  himself  in  our  lowliness. 
Throughout  all  this  we  are  met  by  the  living  impression  of 
Christ's  person,2  and  it  is  humility,  which  Paul  also  regarded  as 
so  important,  that  stands  out  as  its  clearest  and  most  weighty 
attributes.3  The  type  of  Jiumility  exhibited  in  majesty — this  it 
was  that  overpowered  Augustine  :  pride  was  sin,  and  humility 
was  the  sphere  and  force  of  goodness.  From  this  he  learned  and 
implanted  in  the  Church  the  new  disposition  of  reverence  for 

1  De  trln.  XIII.  13:  "  Ouid  tain  necessarium  fuit  ad  erigendam  spem  nostram, 
quam  ut  demonstraretur  nobis,  qnanti  nos  penderet  deus  quantumque  diligeret  ? " 
That  takes  place  through  the  Incarnation. 

-The  "  work  "  of  Christ  falls  to  be  discussed  afterwards  ;  for  we  cannot  include 
Augustine's  views  concerning  it  among  his  fundamental  conceptions.  In  part  they 
alternate  (between  redemption  from  the  devil,  sacrifice,  and  removal  of  original  sin 
by  death),  and  in  part  they  are  dependant  on  his  specific  view  of  original  sin.  Where 
he  indulges  in  expositions  of  practical  piety,  he  has  no  theory  at  all  regarding 
Christ's  work. 

3  The  clearest,  and  on  account  of  the  historical  connection  the  most  decisive, 
testimony  is  given  in  Confess.  VII.  24-27,  where,  in  telling  what  Christ  had  become 
to  him,  he  at  the  same  time  explains  why  Neoplatonism  was  insufficient.  He  knew 
what  the  Neoplatonists  perceived,  but  "  qurerebam  viam  comparandi  roboris  quod 
esset  idoneum  ad  fruendum  te,  nee  inveniebam  donee  amplecterer  mediatorem  dei  et 
hominum,  hominem  Christum  Jesum  vocantem  et  dicentem  :  Ego  sum  via  et  veritas 
et  vita,  et  cibum,  cui  capiendo  invalidus  eram,  miscentem  carni ;  quoniam  verbum 
caro  factum  est,  ut  infantile  nostrce  lactesceret  sapientia  tua  per  quam  creasti  omnia. 
Non  enim  tenebam  dominant  meum  Jesum,  humilis  humilem,  nee  cujus  rei  Diagistra 
esset  ejus  infirmitas  noveram.  Verbum  enim  tuum  seterna  veritas  .  .  .  subditos 
erigit  ad  se  ipsam  :  in  inferioribus  autem  tedificavit  sibi  humilem  domum  de  limo 
nostro,  per  quam  subdendos  deprimeret  a  seipsis  et  ad  se  trajiceret,  sanans  tumor  em 
et  nutriens  amorem,  ne  fidiicia  sui  progrederentur  longius,  sed potius  infirmarentur 
videntes  ante pedes  suos  infirmam  divinitatem  ex patticipatione  tunictz  pelliceie  nostriz, 
et  lassi  prosternerentur  in  earn,  ilia  autem  surgens  lavaret  eos. "  He  then  explains 
in  the  sequel  that  the  Neoplatonic  writings  led  him  to  thoroughly  understand  the 
nature  of  God,  but :  "  garriebam  plane  quasi  peritus,  et  nisi  in  Christo  salvatore 
nostro  viam  tuam  qusererem,  non  peritus,  sed  periturus  essem."  I  sought  to  be  wise, 
puffed  up  by  knowledge.  "  Ubi  enim  erat  ilia  izdificans  caritas  afundamento  humi- 
litatis,  quod  est  Christus Jesus?"  This  love  rooted  in  humility  those  writings  could 
not  teach  me.  It  was  from  the  Bible  I  first  learned  :  "  quid  interesset  inter  prasump- 
tionem  et  confessionem,  inter  videntes  quo  eundum  sit  nee  videntes  qua,  et  viam 
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humility.  The  new  bias  which  he  thus  gave  to  Christology 
continued  to  exert  its  influence  in  the  Middle  Ages,  and  dis 
played  itself  in  rays  of  varying  brilliancy  and  strength  ;  although, 
as  a  consequence  of  the  Adoptian  controversy,  Greek  Christo 
logy  once  more  entered  in  force,  from  the  ninth  century,  and 
hindered  piety  from  expressing  its  knowledge  clearly  in  dogma. 
We  now  understand  also  why  Augustine  attached  such  value 
to  the  human  element  (homo)  in  Christ.  This  was  not  merely 
due  to  a  consequence  of  his  theology  (see  above),  but  it  was  in 
a  much  higher  degree  the  pious  view  of  Christ  that  demanded 
this  conception.  He  could  not  realise  Christ's  humility  with 
certainty  in  the  Incarnation  ;  for  the  latter  sprang  from  the 
universal  working  of  God,  predestinating  grace,  and  Jesus'  re- 
ceptiveness  ;  but  humility  was  the  constant  "  habit "  of  the 
divino-human  personality.  Thus  the  true  nature  of  Jesus  Christ 
was  really  known  :  "  strength  is  made  perfect  in  weakness  " 
(robur  in  infirmitate  perficitur).  That  lowliness,  suffering,  shame, 
misery,  and  death  are  means  of  sanctification  ;  nay,  that  self 
less  and  therefore  ever  suffering  love  is  the  only  means  of  sancti 
fication  ("  I  sanctify  myself  for  them  "  ) ;  that  what  is  great  and 

ducentem  ad  beatificam  patriam,  non  tantum  cernendam,  sed  et  habitandam"  Now 
I  read  Paul.  "  Et  apparuit  mihi  una  fades  eloquiorum  castorum.  Et  coepi  et  inveni 
quidquid  iliac  verum  legeram,  hac  cum  commendatione gratia  tute  did,  ut  qui  videt 
non  sic  glorietur  quasi  non  acceperit,  non  soluin  id  quod  videt,  sed  etiam  ut  videat, 
et  ut  te  non  solum  admoneatur  ut  videat,  sed  etiam  sanetur  ut  teneat,  et  qui  de 
longinquo  videre  non  potest,  viam  tamen  ambulet,  qua  veniat  et  videat  et  teneat." 
For  if  a  man  delights  in  the  law  of  God  after  the  inner  man,  what  does  he  do  with 
the  other  law  in  his  members  ?  .  .  .  What  shall  wretched  man  do  ?  Who  shall 
deliver  him  from  the  body  of  this  death?  Who  but  thy  grace  through  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  by  whom  the  handwriting  which  was  against  us  was  abolished.  "  Hoc 
illse  litterse  non  habent.  Non  habent  illse  paginse  viiltum  pietatis  hujus,  lacrimas 
confessionis,  sacrificium  tuum,  spiritum  contribulatum.  .  .  .  Nemo  ibi  cantat  : 
Nonne  deo  subdita  erit  anitna  mea.  Ab  ipso  enitn  sahitare  iiteum.  Nemo  ibi  audit 
vocantem  :  Venite  ad  me,  omnes  qui  laboratis.  Dcdignanttir  ab  eo  discere  quantum 
mitis  est  et  humilis  corde.  Abscondisti  enim  hrec  a  sapientibus  et  prudentibus,  et 
revelasti  ea  parvulis."  "  For  it  is  one  thing  from  the  mountain's  wooded  top  to  see 
the  land  of  peace  and  yet  to  find  no  way  to  it,  and  another  to  keep  steadfastly  on 
the  way  thither."  Compare  with  this  the  elaborate  criticism  of  Platonism  in  De 
civil,  dei,  X.,  esp.  ch.  24  and  32,  where  Christ  is  presented  as  "  universalis  animae 
liberandse  via,"  while  his  significance  is  for  the  rest  explained  much  more  in  the 
popular  Catholic  fashion  than  in  the  Confessions.  In  ch.  I  ff.  there  is  even  an 
attempt  to  conceive  the  angels  and  saints  as  a  heavenly  hierarchy  as  the  Greeks  do. 
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good  always  appears  in  a  lowly  state,  and  by  the  power  of  the 
contrast  triumphs  over  pride ;  that  humility  alone  has  an  eye 
wherewith  to  see  the  divine  ;  that  every  feeling  in  the  good  is 
accompanied  by  the  sense  of  being  pardoned — that  was  the 
very  core  of  Augustine's  Christology.  He,  for  his  part,  did  not 
drag  it  into  the  region  of  aesthetics,  or  direct  the  imagination  to 
busy  itself  with  separate  visions  of  lowliness.  No,  with  him  it 
still  existed  wholly  on  the  clear  height  of  ethical  thought,  of 
modest  reverence  for  the  purport  of  Christ's  whole  life,  whose 
splendour  had  been  realised  in  humility.  "  Reverence  for  that 
which  is  beneath  us  is  a  final  stage  which  mankind  could  and 
had  to  reach.  But  what  was  involved  not  only  in  despising  the 
earth  and  claiming  a  higher  birthplace,  but  in  recognising  low 
liness  and  poverty,  ridicule  and  contempt,  shame  and  misery, 
suffering  and  death  as  divine,  nay,  in  revering  sin  and  trans 
gression  not  as  hindrances,  but  as  furtherances  of  sanctification." 
Augustine  could  have  written  these  words  ;  for  no  idea  was 
more  strongly  marked  in  his  view  of  Christ  than  that  he  had 
ennobled  what  we  shrank  from — shame,  pain,  sorrow,  death — 
and  had  stripped  of  value  what  we  desired — success,  honour, 
enjoyment.  "  By  abstinence  he  rendered  contemptible  all  that 
we  aimed  at,  and  because  of  which  we  lived  badly.  By  his 
suffering  he  disarmed  what  we  fled  from.  No  single  sin  can  be 
committed  if  we  do  not  desire  what  he  despised,  or  shirk  what 
he  endured." 

But  Augustine  did  not  succeed  in  reducing  this  conception  of 
the  person  of  Christ  to  dogmatic  formulas.  Can  we  confine  the 
sun's  ray  in  a  bucket  ?  He  held  by  the  old  formulas  as  forming 
an  element  of  tradition  and  as  expressing  the  uniqueness  of 
Christ  ;  but  to  him  the  true  foundation  of  the  Church  was  Christ, 
because  he  knew  that  the  impression  made  by  his  character  had 
broken  down  his  own  pride,  and  had  given  him  the  power  to 
find  God  in  lowliness  and  to  apprehend  him  in  humility.  Thus 
the  living  Christ  had  become  to  him  the  truth l  and  the  way  to 

1  Augustine  accordingly  testifies  that  in  order  that  the  truth  which  is  perceived 
should  also  be  loved  and  extolled,  a  person  is  necessary  who  should  conduct  us  and 
that  on  the  path  of  humility.  This  is  the  burden  of  his  Confessions.  The  truth  itself 
had  been  shown  clearly  to  him  by  the  Neoplatonists  ;  but  it  had  not  become  his 
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blessedness,  and  he  who  was  preached  by  the  Church  his 
authority.1 

But  what  is  the  beatific  fatherland,  the  blessed  life,  to  which 
Christ  is  the  way  and  the  strength  ?  We  have  already  dis 
cussed  it  (p.  91  f.),  and  we  need  only  here  mention  a  few 
additional  points. 

The  blessed  life  is  eternal  peace,  the  constant  contemplation 
of  God  in  the  other  world.2  Knowledge  remains  man's  goal  ; 
even  the  notion  of  the  enjoyment  of  God  (fruitio  dei),  or  that 
other  of  heavenly  peace,  does  not  certainly  divert  us  from  it.3 
Knowledge,  is,  however,  contrasted  with  action,  and  the  future 
state  is  wholly  different  from  the  present.  From  this  it  follows 
that  Augustine  retained  the  popular  Catholic  feeling  that  directed 
men  in  this  life  wholly  to  hope,  asceticism,  and  the  contemplation 
[of  God]  in  worship,  for  though  that  can  never  be  attained  in 
this  world  which  the  future  will  bring,  yet  life  here  must  be 
regulated  by  the  state  which  will  be  enjoyed  afterwards. 
Hence  Augustine  championed  monachism  and  opposed  Jovinian 
so  decidedly ;  hence  he  regarded  the  world  in  the  same  light  as 
the  ancient  Catholic  Fathers  ;  hence  he  valued  as  highly  as 
they  did  the  distinction  between  precepts  and  counsels  ;  hence 
he  never  looked  even  on  the  highest  blessings  (munera  dei) 
which  we  can  here  enjoy  as  containing  the  reality,  but  only  a 

spiritual  possession.  Augustine  knew  only  one  person  capable  of  so  impressing  the 
truth  as  to  make  it  loved  and  extolled,  and  he  alone  could  do  this,  because  he  was 
the  revelation  of  the  verbum  dei  in  humilitate.  When  Christendom  has  attained 
securely  and  clearly  to  this  "Christology,"  it  will  no  longer  demand  to  be  freed 
from  the  yoke  of  Christology. 

1  This  is  linked  together  by  Augustine  in  a  wonderful  fashion.     The  scepticism  of 
the   thinker  in  genere  and  the  doubts,  never  overcome  in  his  own  mind  as  to  the 
Catholic  doctrine  inspecie^  demanded  that  Christ  should  be  the  indisputable  authority 
of  the  Church.     To  this  is  added,  in  connection  with^raft'a  infusa,  the  Christ  of  the 
sacraments.     I  do  not  discuss  this  authoritative  Christ  more  fully,  because  he  coin 
cides  with  the  authority  of  the  Church  itself,  and  we  have  already  dealt  with  the 
latter. 

2  De  civ.  dei  XIX.    13  :   "  Pax  caelestis  civitatis  ordinatissima  et  concordissima 
societas  fruendi  deo  et  invicem  in  deo."     Enchir.  29:   "  Contemplatio  ejus  artificis, 
qui  vocat  ea  quoe  non  sunt  tamquam  ea  qure  sunt,  atque  in  mensura  et  numero  et 
pondere  cuncta  disponit,"  see  63. 

3  Yet  the  conception  of  blessedness  as  peace  undoubtedly  involves  a  tendency  to 
think  primarily  of  the  will. 
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pledge  and  similitude  ;  for  set  in  the  sphere  of  the  transitory 
they  were  themselves  transitory  ;  hence,  finally,  he  did  not 
think  of  the  earthly  Church  when  seeking  to  realise  the  first 
and  last  things,  for  God  alone,  constantly  seen  and  enjoyed, 
was  the  supreme  blessing;  and  even  the  divine  kingdom,  so  far 
as  it  was  earthly,  was  transitory. 

But  even  here  much  that  was  new  emerged  in  the  form  of 
undercurrents,  and  the  old  was  modified  in  many  respects,  a 
few  details  being  almost  set  aside.  It  is  therefore  easy  to  point 
to  numerous  dissonances  in  Augustine's  idea  of  the  goal  ;  but 
he  who  does  not  criticise  like  an  irresponsible  critic  or  impartial 
logician  will  admit  that  he  knows  no  more  than  Augustine,  and 
that  he  also  cannot  do  better  than  alternate  between  different 
points  of  view.  Let  us  pick  out  the  following  points  in  detail. 

1.  Augustine  put  an  end  to  the  doubt  whether  virtue  was  not 
perhaps  the  supreme  good  ;  he  reduced  virtues  to  dependance 
on    God — to   grace;    see    Ep.    155,    12    sq.1      He,    indeed,   re 
admitted  the  thought  at  a  new  and  higher  stage — merits  called 
forth  by  grace,  righteousness  made  perfect  by  love.     But  the 
mood  at  any  rate  is  changed. 

2.  Augustine  did  not  follow  the  lead   of  the  Greek  Church  : 
he  did  not  cultivate  systematic  mysticism  with  a  view  to  the 
future  state,  or  regard  and  treat  the  cultus  as  a  means  by  which 
to  anticipate  deification.     He  set  aside  the  elements  of  physical 
magic  in  religious  doctrine,  and  by  this  means  spiritualised  the 
ideas  of  the  other  world.     The  ascetic  life  of  the  churchman 
was  to  be  spiritual  and   moral.     Statements,  indeed,  are  not 
wholly  wanting  in  his  works  to  the  effect  that  eternal  life  can  be 
experienced  in  ecstatic  visions  in  this  world  ;  but  he  is  thinking 
then  especially  of  Biblical  characters  (Paul),  and  in  the  course 
of  his  Christian   development  he  thrust  the  whole  conception 
more  and  more  into  the  background. 

3.  Augustine's   profound    knowledge   of    the   will,   and    his 
perception  of  the  extent  to  which  the  latter  swayed  even  know 
ledge,  led  to  his  discovery  of  the  principle,  that  goodness  and 

1  The  whole  of  Book  XIX.  of  De  civit,  del — it  is  perhaps  on  the  whole  the  most 
important — comes  to  be  considered  here.  In  Ch.  IV.,  it  is  expressly  denied  that 
virtue  is  the  supreme  good. 
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blessing,  accordingly  also  final  salvation,  coincided  in  the 
dependance  of  the  will  on  God.  By  this  means  he  broke 
through  intellcctualism,  and  a  superlative  blessing  was  shown 
to  exist  even  in  this  world.  "It  is  a  good  thing  for  me  to 
cleave  to  God."  This  "  cleaving "  is  produced  by  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  he  thereby  imparts  love  and  blessedness  to  the 
heart.1  In  presence  of  the  realisation  of  this  blessedness,  the 
antithesis  of  time  and  eternity,  life  and  death,  disappears.2 

4.  Starting  from  this,  he  arrived  at  a  series  of  views  which 
necessarily  exerted  a  powerful  influence  on  the  popular  frame 
of  mind. 

(a)  Of  the  three  virtues,  graces,  by  which  man  clings  to  God 
— faith,  love,  and  hope — love  continues  to  exist  in  eternity. 
Accordingly,  love,  unchanging  and  grateful,  connects  this  world 
with  the  next. 

(&)  Thereby,  however,  the  quietism  of  knowledge  is  also 
modified.  Seeing  is  to  be  nothing  but  loving ;  an  element  of 
adjustment  of  all  discords  in  feeling  and  will  is  introduced  into 
the  notion  of  blessedness,  and  although  "rational  contempla- 

1  See  De  spirilu  et  lit.  5  (the  passage  follows  afterwards). 

2  That  Augustine  was  able  from  this  point  of  view  to  make  the  conscious  feeling  of 
blessedness  a  force  entering  into  the  affairs  of  this  world,  is  shown  by  the  passage  De 
civit.    dei  XIX.    14,  which,   indeed,   so  far  as   I    know,   is  almost  unique.       "  Et 
quoninm  (Christianus)   quairulin   e^t   in  isto  mortali  corpore,  peregrinatur  a  domino, 
ambulat  per  fidem  non  per  speciem  •  ac  per  hoc  omnein  pacem   vel  corporis  vel 
animse  vel  simul  corporis  et  animre   refert  ad  illam  pacem,  quce  homini  mortali  est 
cum  immortali  deo,  ut  ei  sit  ordinata  in  fide  sub  aeterna  lege  obcedientia.     Jam  vero 
quia  duo  prcecipua  proecepta,  hoc  est  dilectionem  dei  et  dilectionem  proximi,  docet 
magister  deus  .  .  .  consequens  est,  ut  etiam  proximo  ad  diligendum  deum  consulat, 
quem  jubetur  sicut  se  ipsum  diligere  (sic  uxori,  sic  filiis,  sic  domesticis,  sic  ceteris  quibus 
potuerit  hominibus),  et  ad  hoc  sibi  a  proximo,  si  forte  indiget,  consuli  velit  ;  ac  per 
hoc  erit  pacatus,  quantum  in  ipso  est,  omni  homini  pace  hominum,  id  est  ordinata 
concordia  cujus  hie  ordo  est,  primum   ut  nulli  noceat,  deinde  ut  etiam  prosit  cui 
potuerit.      Primitus  ergo  inest  ei  suorum  cura  ;  ad  eos  quippe  habet  opportuniorem 
facilioremciue  aditum  consulendi,  vel  natune  ordine  vel  ipsius  societatis    humanae. 
Unde   apostolus  dicit  :  '  Quisquis  autem  suis  et  maxime  domesticis  non  providet, 
fidem  denegat  et  est  infideli  deterior.'      Hinc  itaque  etiam  pax  domestica  oritur,  id 
est  ordinati  imperandi  obcedieudique  concordia  cohabitantium.     Imperaut  enim,  qui 
consulunt :   sicut  vir  uxori,  parentes  fiiiis,   domini  servis.   .  .  .   Sed  in  domo  justi 
viventes  ex  fide  et  adhuc  ab  ilia  crclesti  civitate  peregrinantis  etiam  qui  imperant 
serviunt  eis,  quibus  videntur  imperare.     Xeque  enim  dominandi  cupiditate  imperant, 
sed  officio  consulendi,  nee  principandi  superbia,  sed  providendi  miseiicordia." 
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tion  "  (contemplatio  rationalis)  is  always  ranked  above  "rational 
action"  (actio  rationalis),  a  high  value  is  always  attached  to 
practical  and  active  love.1 

(c)  A  higher  meaning  was  now  given,  not  indeed  to  the 
earthly  world,  but  to  the  earthly  Church  and  its  peculiar 
privileges  (within  it)  in  this  world.  The  idea  of  the  city  of  God 
on  earth,  formulated  long  before  by  others,  was  yet,  as  we  shall 
see  in  the  next  section,  first  raised  by  Augustine  into  the  sphere 
of  religious  thought.  In  front  of  the  Holy  of  Holies,  the  first 
and  last  things,  he  beheld,  as  it  were,  a  sanctuary,  the  Church 
on  earth,  with  the  blessings  granted  it  by  God.  He  saw  that  it 
was  a  self-rewarding  task,  nay,  a  sacred  duty,  to  cherish  this 
sanctuary,  to  establish  it  in  the  world,  to  rank  it  higher  than 
worldly  ties,  and  to  devote  to  it  all  earthly  goods,  in  order  again 
to  receive  them  from  it  as  legitimate  possessions.  He  thus, 
following,  indeed,  the  impulses  given  by  the  Western  tradition, 
also  created,  if  we  may  use  so  bold  a  phrase,  a  religion  of  the 
second  order.  But  this  second-order  religion,  was  not,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  Greeks,  the  formless  creation  of  a  superstitious 
cultus.  It  was  on  the  contrary  a  doctrine  which  dealt  with  the 
Church  in  its  relation  to  the  world  as  an  active  and  moral 
power  transforming  and  governing  society,  as  an  organism,  in 
which  Christ  was  actively  present,  of  the  sacraments,  of  good 
ness  and  righteousness.  Ecclesiasticism  and  theology  were 
meant  to  be  thoroughly  united,  the  former  serving  the  latter, 
the  one  like  Martha,  the  other  like  Mary.2  They  ministered  to 

1  The  element  of  "  pax  "  obtains  a  value  higher  than  and  independent  of  know 
ledge  (see  above).     That  is  shown  also  in  the  fact  that  the  definitive  state  of  the  un 
saved  (De  civit.  dei,  XIX.,  28)  is  not  described  as  ignorance,  but  as  constant  war : 
"  Quod  bellum  gravius  et  amarius  cogitari  potest,  quam  ubi  voluntas  sic  adversa  est 
passioni  et  passio  voluntati,  ut  nullius  earum  victoria  tales  inimicitise  finiantur.  et  ubi 
sic  confligit  cum  ipsa  natura  corporis  vis  doloris,  ut  neutrum  alteri  cedat  ?     Hie  [in 
terra]  enim  quando  contingit  iste  conflictus,  aut  dolor  vincit  et  sensum  mors  aclimit, 
aut  natura  vincit  et  dolorem  sanitas  tollit.     Ibi  autem  et  dolor  permanet  ut  affligat,  et 
natura  perdurat  ut  sentiat ;  quia  utrumque  ideo  non  deficit,  ne  pcena  deficiat."     Un 
doubtedly,  as  regards  the  sainted  (see  Book,  XXII.),  the  conception  comes  again  and 
again  to  the  front  that  their  felicity  will  consist  in  seeing  God. 

2  Augustine  has  (De  trin.  I.  20)  applied  this  comparison  to  the  Churches  of  the 
future  and  present  world  ;  we  may  also  adopt  it  to  the  relations  of  his  doctrines  of 
the  Church  and  of  God. 
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the  same  object,  and  righteousness  made  perfect  by  love  was 
the  element  in  which  both  lived.1 

(a)  While  the  ascetic  life  remained  the  ideal  for  the  indi 
vidual,  Augustine  modified  the  popular  tendency  also  in 
monachism  by  never  forgetting,  with  all  his  appreciation  of 
external  works  (poverty,  virginity,  etc.),  that  faith,  hope,  and 
charity  were  alone  of  decisive  importance,  and  that  therefore 
the  worth  of  the  man  who  possessed  these  virtues  might  no 
longer  be  determined  by  his  outward  performances.  He  knew, 
besides,  better  than  anyone  else,  that  external  works  might  be 
accomplished  with  a  godless  heart — not  only  by  heretical 
monks,  where  this  was  self-evident,  but  also  by  Catholics,  Ep., 
78,  79,  and,  uniting  ascetics  as  closely  as  possible  to  the  Church, 
he  urged  them  to  engage  in  active  work.  Here,  again,  we  see 
that  he  broke  through  the  barren  system  which  made  blessed 
ness  consist  in  contemplatio  rationalis  and  that  alone. 

This  is,  in  brief,  Augustine's  doctrine  of  the  first  and  last 
things,  together  with  indications  that  point  to  that  sphere  which 
belongs  though  not  directly  yet  indirectly  to  those  things,  viz.y 
the  equipment  and  tasks  of  the  Church  in  our  present  state. 
"  Doctrine"  of  the  first  and  last  things  is  really  an  incorrect  ex 
pression  ;  for,  and  this  is  the  supreme  thing  to  be  said  in  clos 
ing  the  subject,  it  was  not  to  him  a  matter  of  "  doctrine,"  but  of 
the  faithful  reproduction  of  his  experiences.  The  most  thorough 
going  modification  by  Augustine  of  traditional  dogmatic 
Christianity  consisted  in  his  perception  "  that  Christianity  is 

1  RitschI  published  in  his  Treatise  on  the  method  of  the  earliest  history  of  dogma 
(Jahrb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.,  1871)  the  giand  conception  that  the  Areopagite  in  the 
East,  and  Augustine  in  the  West,  were  parallels  ;  that  the  former  founded  a  ritualis 
tic  ecclesiasticism,  the  latter  an  ecclesiasticism  of  moral  tasks,  in  the  service  of  a 
world-wide  Christianity  ;  that  both  thus  modified  in  the  same  direction,  but  with  en 
tirely  different  means,  the  old  state  of  feeling  (the  bare  hope  of  the  future  life).  This 
conception  is  substantially  correct  if  we  keep  firm  hold  of  the  fact  that  the  traditional 
popular  Catholic  system  was  not  modified  by  either  to  its  utmost  limit,  and  that  both 
followed  impulses  which  had  l>een  at  ivork  in  their  Churches  even  before  their  time. 
The  doctrine  regarding  the  Church  was  not  Augustine's  "  central  idea,"  but  he  took 
what  every  Catholic  was  certain  of,  and  made  it  a  matter  of  clearer,  in  part  for  the 
first  time  of  any  clear,  conviction  ;  and  moved  by  very  varied  causes,  he  finally  pro 
duced  an  ecclesiaslicism  whose  independent  value  he  himself  never  thoroughly  per 
ceived. 
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ultimately  different  from  everything  called  '  doctrine  "''  (Reuter, 
p.  494).     The  law  is  doctrine  ;  the  gospel  is  power.     The  law 
produces  enlightenment ;    the  gospel  peace.     This    Augustine 
clearly  perceived,  and  thereby  set  religion   in   the  sphere  of  a 
vital,  spiritual  experience,  while  he  disassociated  it  from  know 
ledge  and  inference.     He  once  more,  indeed,  placed  his  newly- 
discovered  truth  on  the  plane  of  the  old  ;  for  he  was  a  Catholic 
Christian  ;  but  the  connection  with  the  past  which  belongs  to 
every  effective  reformer  need  not  prevent  us  from  exhibiting  his 
originality.     Anyone  who  seeks  to  give  effect  to  the  "  whole  " 
Augustine  and  the  "  whole  "  Luther  is  suspected  of  seeking  to 
evade  the  "  true  "  Augustine  and  the  "  true  "  Luther  ;  for  what 
man's    peculiarity    and    strength    are    fully    expressed    in    the 
breadth  of  all  he  has  said  and  done  ?      One  or  two  glorious 
passages   from  Augustine  should   show,  in  conclusion,  that  he 
divested  the  Christian  religion  of  what  is  called  "  doctrine  "  or 
"  dogma."     "  I   possess  nothing  but  will  ;   I   know  nothing  but 
that  what  is  fleeting  and  transitory  ought  to  be  despised,  and 
what  is  certain  and  eternal  ought  to  be  sought  for.  .  .  .  If  those 
who  flee  to  thee  find  thee   by  faith,  grant  faith  ;  if  by  virtue, 
grant  virtue  ;  if  by  knowledge,  grant  knowledge.     Increase  in 
me  faith,  hope,  love."     "  But  we  say  that  man's  will  is  divinely 
aided  to  do  what  is  righteous,  so  that,  besides  his  creation  with 
free-will,  and  besides  the  doctrine  by  which  he  is  taught  how  he 
should  live,  man  receives  the  Holy  Spirit  in  order  that  there  may 
be  created  in  his  mind,  even  now  when  he  still  walks  by  faith,  and 
not  by  appearance,  the  deligJit  in  and  love  of  that  supreme  and  un 
changeable  good  ivhich  is  God  ;  in  order  that  this  pledge,  as  it 
were,  having  been  given  him  of  the  free  gift,  a  man  may  fer 
vently  long  to  cling  to  his  Creator,  and  be  inflamed  with  desire 
to  enter  into  the  participation  of  that  true  light,  that  he  may 
receive  good  from   him  from  whom  he  has  his  being.     For  if 
the  way  of  truth  be  hidden,  free-will  is  of  no  use  except  for  sin 
ning,  and  when  that  which  ought  to  be  done,  or  striven  for,  be 
gins  to  reveal  itself,  nothing  is  done,  or  undertaken,  and  the 
good  life  is  not  lived,  unless  it  delights  and  is  loved.     But  that 
it  may  be  loved,  the  love  of  God  is  diffused  in  our  hearts,  not 
by  free  choice  emanating    from   ourselves,  but   by  the    Holy 
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Spirit  given  unto  us."  "  What  the  law  of  works  commands  by 
threatening,  the  law  of  faith  effects  by  believing.  This  is  the 
wisdom  which  is  called  piety,  by  which  the  father  of  lights  is 
worshipped,  by  whom  every  excellence  is  given,  and  every  gift 
made  perfect.  .  .  .  By  the  law  of  works  God  says :  Do  what  I 
command  ;  by  the  law  of  faith  we  say  to  God  :  Grant  what 
thou  commandest  .  .  .  We  have  not  received  the  spirit  of  this 
world,  says  the  most  constant  preacher  of  grace,  but  the  spirit 
which  is  from  God,  that  we  may  know  what  things  have  been 
granted  us  by  God.  But  what  is  the  spirit  of  this  world  but  the 
spirit  of  pride  ?  .  .  .  Nor  are  they  deceived  by  any  other  spirit, 
who,  being  ignorant  of  God's  righteousness,  and  seeking  to 
establish  their  own,  are  not  subject  to  God's  righteousness. 
Whence  it  seems  to  me  that  he  is  a  son  of  faith  who  knows  from 
whom  he  hopes  to  receive  what  he  does  not  yet  possess,  rather  than 
he  who  attributes  to  himself  what  he  has.  We  conclude  that  a 
man  is  not  justified  by  the  letter,  but  by  the  spirit,  not  by  the 
merits  of  his  deeds,  but  by  free  grace."1 

2.   The  Donatist  Controversy.     The  Work :  De  civitate  Dei. 
Doctrine  of  the  Church,  and  Means  of  Grace. 

Augustine  was  still  occupied  with  the  controversy  with  the 
Manichaeans,  in  which  he  so  sharply  emphasised  the  authority 

1  Solil.  I.  5  :  "  Nihil  aliud  habeo  quam  voluntatem  ;  nihil  aliud  scio  nisi  fluxa  et 
caduca  spernenda  esse,  certa  et  aeterna  requirenda  ...  si  fide  te  inveniunt,  qui  ad 
te  refugiunt,  fidem  da,  si  virtute,  virtutem,  si  scientia,  scientiam.  Auge  in  me  fidem, 
auge  spem,  auge  caritatem."  De  spiritu  et  lit.,  5  :  "  Nos  autem  dicimus  humanam 
voluntatem  sic  divinitus  adjuvari  ad  faciendam  justitiam,  ut  prater  quod  creatus  est 
homo  cum  libero  arbitrio  voluntatis,  prreterque  doctrinam  qua  ei  praicipitur  quemad- 
mndum  vivere  debeat,  accipiat  spiritum  sanctum,  quo  fiat  in  animo  ejus  delectatio 
dilectioque  summi  illius  atque  incommutabilis  boni  quod  deus  est,  etiam  nunc  cum 
adhuc  per  fidem  ambulatur,  nondum  per  speciem  :  ut  hac  sibi  velut  arra  data  gratuiti 
muneris  inardescat  inhaerere  creatori  atque  inflammetur  accedere  ad  participationem 
illius  veri  luminis,  ut  ex  illo  ei  bene  sit,  a  quo  habet  ut  sit.  Nam  neque  liberum 
arbitrium  quidquam  nisi  ad  peccandum  valet,  si  kteat  veritatis  via,  et  cum  id  quod 
agendum  et  quo  nitendum  est  coeperit  non  latere,  nisi  etiam  delectet  et  ametur,  non 
agitur,  non  suscipitur,  non  bene  vivitur.  Ut  autem  diligatur,  caritas  dei  diffunditur  in 
cordibus  nostris,  non  per  arbitrium  liberum  quod  surgit  ex  nobis,  sed  per  spiritum 
sanctum  qui  datus  est  nobis."  L.c.,  22  :  "  Quod  operum  lex  minando  imperat,  hoc 
fidei  lex  credendo  impetrat.  Ipsa  est  ilia  sapientia  qure  pietas  vocatur,  qua  colitur 
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of  the  Catholic  Church,1  when  his  ecclesiastical  position — Pres 
byter,  A.D.  392,  Bishop,  A.D.  396,  in  Hippo — compelled  him  to 
take  up  the  fight  with  the  Donatists.  In  Hippo  these  formed 
the  majority  of  the  inhabitants,  and  so  violent  was  their  hatred 
that  they  even  refused  to  make  bread  for  the  Catholics. 
Augustine  fought  with  them  from  393  to  411,  and  wrote 
against  them  a  succession  of  works,  some  of  these  being  very 
comprehensive.2  We  must  here  take  for  granted  a  knowledge 
of  the  course  of  the  controversy  at  Synods,  and  as  influenced  by 
the  intrusion  of  the  Civil  power.3  It  was  carried  on  upon  the 
ground  prepared  by  Cyprian.  His  authority  was  accepted  by 
the  opponents.  Accordingly,  internal  antitheses  developed  in 
the  dispute  which  had  remained  latent  in  Cyprian's  theory. 
The  new-fashioned  Catholic  theory  had  been  already  stated  im 
pressively  by  Optatus  (see  above,  p.  42  ff.).  It  was  reserved  to 
Augustine  to  extend  and  complete  it.  But,  as  it  usually 
happens  in  such  questions,  every  newly-acquired  position  opened 
up  new  questions,  and  for  one  solution  created  any  number  of 

pater  luminum,  a  quo  est  omne  dalum  optimum  et  omne  donum  perfectum.  .  .  . 
Lege  operum  dicit  deus  :  Fac  quod  jubeo ;  lege  fidei  dicitur  deo  :  Da  quod  jubes. 
.  .  .  Non  spiritum  hujus  mundi  accepimus,  ait  constantissimus  gratiae  pnedicator,  sed 
spiritum  qui  ex  deo  est,  ut  sciamus  qure  a  deo  donata  sunt  nobis.  Quis  est  autem 
spiritus  mundi  hujus,  nisi  superbice  spiritus?  .  .  .  Ncc  alio  spiritu  dccipiuntur  etiam 
illi  qui  ignomntes  dei  justitiam  et  suam  justitiam  volentes  constituere,  justitiaa  dei  non 
sunt  subjecti.  Unde  mihi  videtur  magis  esse  fidei  filius,  qui  novit  a  quo  speret  quod 
nondum  habet,  quam  qui  sibi  tribuit  id  quod  habet.  Colligimus  non  justificari 
hominem  littera,  sed  spiritu,  non  factotum  meritis,  sed  gratuita  gratia." 

1  The  Manichreans  professed,  in  the  controversy  of  the  day,  to  be  the  men  of  "free 
inquiry  "  ("  docendi  fontem  aperire  gloriantur  "  De  utilit.  21).  We  cannot  here  dis 
cuss  how  far  they  were  ;  Augustine  did  not  conscientiously  feel  that  his  breach  with 
them  was  a  breach  with  free  inquiry.  Therefore  the  efforts  from  the  outset  to  define 
the  relations  of  ratio  and  auctoritas,  and  to  save  what  was  still  possible  of  the  former. 

'2  Psalmus  c.  partem  Donati — C.  Parmeniani  epist.  ad  Tichonium  b.  III. — De  bapt. 
c.  Donatistas,  b.  VII. — C.  litteras  Petiliani,  b.  III. — Ep.  ad  Caiholicos  c.  Donatistas 
— C.  Crtsconium,  b.  IV. — De  unico  bapt.  c.  Petilianum — Breviculus  Gollationis  c. 
Donatistis — Post  collationem  ad  Donatistas.  Further,  at  a  later  date  :  Sermo  ad 
Csesareensis  ecclesioe  plebeni — De  gestis  cum  Emerito — C.  Gaudentium  Donatistam 
episcopum,  b.  II.  The  Sermo  de  Rusticiano  is  a  forgery  by  the  notorious  Hierony- 
mus  Viguerius. 

•'  Augustine  supported,  at  least  from  A.D.  407,  the  suppression  by  force  of  the  Dona 
tists  by  the  Christian  state  in  the  interest  oi  "  loving  discipline."  The  discussion  of 
A.D.  411  was  a  tragi-comecly.  Last  traces  of  the  Donatists  are  still  found  in  the  time 
of  Gregory  I.,  who  anew  invoked  the  aid  of  the  Civil  power  against  them. 
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problems.  And  thus  Augustine  left  more  problems  than  he 
had  solved. 

The  controversy  did  not  now  deal  directly  with  the  hier 
archical  constitution  of  the  Church.  Episcopacy  was  an  ac 
cepted  fact.  The  competency  of  the  Church  was  questioned, 
and  therewith  its  nature,  significance,  and  extent.  That 
ultimately  the  constitution  of  the  Church  should  be  dragged 
into  the  same  peril  was  inevitable ;  for  the  hierarchy  is,  of 
course,  the  tenderest  part  in  a  constitution  based  upon  it. 

The  schism  was  in  itself  the  greatest  evil.  But  in  order  to  get 
over  it,  it  was  necessary  to  go  to  its  roots  and  show  that  it  was 
utterly  impossible  to  sever  oneself  from  the  Catholic  Church,  that 
the  unity,  as  well  as  truth  of  the  Church,  was  indestructible.  The 
main  thesis  of  the  Donatists  was  to  the  effect  that  the  em 
pirical  is  only  the  true  Church  when  those  who  propagate  it,  the 
priests,  are  "  pure  "  ;  for  no  one  can  propagate  what  he  does 
not  himself  possess.1  The  true  Church  thus  needs  pure  priests  ; 
it  must  therefore  declare  consecration  by  traditores  to  be  in 
valid  ;  and  it  cannot  admit  the  efficacy  of  baptism  administered 
by  the  impure — heretics,  or  those  guilty  of  mortal  sins  ;  finally, 
it  must  exclude  all  that  is  manifestly  stained  and  unworthy. 
This  was  followed  by  the  breach  with  such  Christian  com 
munions  as  did  not  strictly  observe  these  rules,  and  by  the  practice 
of  re-baptism.2  Separation  was  imperative,  no  matter  how 
great  or  small  the  extent  of  the  Church.  This  thesis  was 
supplemented,  during  the  period  of  the  State  persecutions,  by  a 
second,  that  the  persecuted  Church  was  the  true  one,  and  that 
the  State  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Church. 

Augustine's  counter-argument,  based  on  Cyprian,  Ambrosias- 
ter,  and  Optatus,  but  partly  disavowing,  though  with  due 
respect,  the  first-named,  went  far  beyond  a  bare  refutation  of 

1 C.  litt.  Petil  I.  3:  "Qui  fidem  a  perfido  sumpserit  non  fidem  percipit,  sed 
reatum."  I.  2:  "  Conscientia  dantis  adtenditur,  qui  abluat  accipientis."  Other 
Donatistic  theses  ran  (I.e.)  "  Omnes  res  origine  et  radice  consistit,  et  si  caput  non 
hahet  aliquid,  nihil  est."  "  Nee  quidquam  bene  regenerat,  nisi  bono  semine  (boni 
sacerdotis)  regeneretur."  "  Qiue  potest  esse  perversitas  ut  qui  .suis  criminibus  reus 
est,  alium  facial  innocentem  ?" 

2  The  Donatisls,  of  course,  did  not  regard  it  as  re-baptism,  I.e.  "non  repetimus 
quod  jam  erat,  sed  damus  quod  non  erat." 
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the  separatists.  He  created  the  beginnings  of  a  doctrine  of  the 
Church,  and  means  of  grace,  of  the  Church  as  institute  of  salva 
tion,  the  organism  of  the  good,  i.e.,  of  divine  powers  in  the 
world.  Nor  did  the  Donatist  controversy  furnish  him  with  his 
only  motive  for  developing  this  doctrine.  The  dispute  with  the 
Manichaeans  had  already  roused  his  interest  in  the  authority  of 
the  Church,  and  led  him  to  look  more  closely  into  it  than  his 
predecessors  (see  above,  p.  79  ff.),  who,  indeed,  were  quite  at  one 
with  him  in  their  practical  attitude  to  the  Church.  The  Pela 
gian  controversy,  the  state  of  the  world,  and  the  defence  of 
Christianity  against  heathen  attacks,  had  an  extremely  im 
portant  influence  on  conceptions  of  the  Church.  Thus  Augustine 
created  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  Catholic  Church  on  earth, 
and  we  attempt  in  what  follows  to  give,  as  far  as  possible,  a 
complete  and  connected  account  of  it.  Finally,  the  earthly 
Church  was  and  remained  absolutely  nothing  but  a  means  for 
the  eternal  salvation  of  the  individual,  and  therefore  the  doctrine1 
of  the  Church  was  also  meant  to  be  nothing  but  a  subsidiary 
doctrine.  But  if  all  dogmatic  ran  the  risk,  with  its  means  and 
subsidiary  conceptions,  of  obscuring  the  important  point,  the 
danger  was  imminent  here.  Does  not  the  doctrine  of  salvation 
appear  in  Catholicism  to  be  almost  nullified  by  the  "  subsidiary 
doctrine,"  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  ? 


Grace  and  Authority — these  two  powers  had,  according  to 
Augustine's  self-criticism,  effected  his  conversion.  The  authority 
was  the  Church.  Every  one  knew  what  the  Church  was  :  the 
empirical,  visible  Church,  which  had  triumphed  ever  since  the 
days  of  Constantine.  A  "  logical  definition  "  of  the  Church  was 
therefore  unnecessary.  The  important  point  was  to  show  that 
men  needed  an  authority,  and  why  it  was  the  authority.  The 
weak  intellect  needed  revelation,  which  brings  truth  to  the 
individual,  before  he  himself  is  capable  of  finding  it  ;  this 
revelation  is  bound  up  in  the  Church.  The  fact  that  the 

1  Doctrine  is,  strictly  speaking,  inaccurate  ;  for  Catholicism  does  not  know  of  any 
"  doctrines"  here,  but  describes  an  actual  state  of  matters  brought  about  by  God. 
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Church  was  the  authority  for  doctrine  constituted  for  long 
Augustine's  only  interest  in  it.  He  produced  in  support  of  this 
principle  proofs  of  subjective  necessity  and  of  an  objective 
nature  ;  yet  he  never  reached  in  his  exposition  the  stringency 
and  certainty  which  as  a  Catholic  he  simply  felt ;  for  who  can 
demonstrate  that  an  external  authority  must  be  authoritative  ? 
The  most  important  point  was  that  the  Church  proclaimed 
itself  to  be  the  authority  in  doctrine.  One  was  certainly  a 
member  of  the  Church  only  in  so  far  as  he  submitted  to  its 
authority.  There  was  no  other  way  of  belonging  to  it.  Con 
versely,  its  significance  seemed,  on  superficial  reflection,  to  be 
entirely  limited  to  doctrinal  authority.  We  occupy  our  true 
relation  to  God  and  Christ,  we  possess  and  expect  heavenly 
blessings  only  when  we  follow  the  doctrinal  instructions  given 
by  the  Church. 

Augustine  embraced  this  "  superficial  reflection "  until  his 
ecclesiastical  office  and  the  Donatist  controversy  led  him  to 
more  comprehensive  considerations.  He  had  arrived  at  his 
doctrine  of  predestinating  grace  without  any  external  instiga 
tion  by  independent  meditation  on  the  nature  of  conversion 
and  piety.  The  development  of  his  doctrine  regarding  the 
Church,  so  far  as  it  carried  out  popular  Catholic  ideas,  was 
entirely  dependent  on  the  external  circumstances  in  which  he 
(bund  himself  placed.  But  he  did  not  himself  feel  that  he  was 
stating  a  doctrine  ;  he  was  only  describing  an  actual  position 
accepted  all  along  by  every  Catholic,  one  which  each  had  to 
interpret  to  himself,  but  without  subtraction  or  addition.  In 
addition  to  the  importance  of  the  Church  as  a  doctrinal  authority, 
he  also  felt  its  significance  as  a  sacred  institution  which  im 
parted  grace.  On  its  latter  feature  he  especially  reflected  ;  but 
the  Church  appeared  to  him  much  more  vividly  after  he  had 
gained  his  doctrine  of  grace  :  it  was  the  one  communion  of 
saints,  the  dwelling-place  of  the  Spirit  who  created  faith,  love, 
and  hope.  We  condense  his  most  important  statements. 

i.  The  Catholic  Church,  held  together  by  the  Holy  Spirit, 
who  is  also  the  bond  of  union  in  the  Trinity,  possesses  its  most 
important  mark  in  its  unity,  and  that  a  unity  in  faith,  love,  and 
hope,  as  well  as  in  Catholicity. 
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2.  This  unity  in  the  midst  of  the  divisions  existing  among 
men  is  the  greatest  of  miracles,  the  proof  that  the  Church  is  not 
the  work  of  men,  but  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 

3.  This  follows   still    more   clearly  when   we   consider   that 
unity  presupposes  love.     Love  is,  however,  the  proper  sphere 
of  the  Spirit's  activity ;  or  more  correctly,  all  love   finds  its 
source  in  the  Holy  Spirit ; l  for  faith  and  hope  can  be  acquired 
to  a  certain  extent  independently — therefore  also  outside  of  the 
Church — but  love   issues   only   from   the    Holy   Spirit.      The 
Church,  accordingly,  because  it  is  a  unity,  is  the  alliance  of  love, 
in  which  alone  sinners  can  be  purified  ;    for  the  Spirit  only 
works  in  "  love  the  bond  of  unity  "  (in  unitatis  vinculo  caritate). 
If  then  the  unity  of  the  Church  rests  primarily  on  faith,  yet  it 
rests  essentially  on  the  sway  of  the  spirit  of  love  alone,  which 
presupposes  faith.2 

4.  The  unity  of  the  Church,  represented  in  Holy  Scripture 
by  many  symbols  and  figures,  obtains  its  strongest  guarantee 
from  the  fact  that  Christ  has  made  the  Church  his  bride  and 
his  body.     This  relationship  is  so  close  that  we  can  absolutely 
call  the  Church  "  Christ  "  ; 3  for  it  constitutes  a  real  unity  with 
Christ.     Those  who  are  in  the  Church  are  thus  "  among  the 
members  of  Christ"  (in  membris  Christ!) ;  the  means  and  bond 
of  this  union  are  in  turn  nothing  but  love,  more  precisely  the 
love  that  resides  in  unity  (caritas  unitatis). 


1  Grace  is  love  and  love  is  grace  :  "  caritas  est  gratia  testamenti  novi." 

2  C.  Crescon.  I.  34  :  "  Non  autem  existimo  quemquam  ita  desipere,  ut  cre:'at  ad 
ecclesiae  pertinere  unitatem  eum  qui  non  habet  caritatem.     Sicut  ergo  deus  unus 
colitur  ignoranter  etiam  extra  ecclesiam  nee  ideo  non  est  ipse,  et  fides  una  habetur 
sine  caritate  etiam  extra  ecclesiam,  nee  ideo  non  est  ipse,  ita  et  unus  baptismus,  etc." 
God  and  faith  also  exist  extra  ecclesiam  but  not  "pie."     The  relevant  passages  are 
so  numerous  that  it  would  give  a  false  idea  to  quote  singly.     The  conception  given 
here  constitutes  the  core  of  Augustine's  doctrine  of  the  Church  :  The  Holy  Ghost, 
love,  unity,  and  Church  occupy  an  exclusive  connection  :  "  caritas  Christiana  nisi  in 
mutate  ecclesise  non  potest  custodiri,  etsi  baptismum  et  fidem  teneatis  "  (c.  Pet.  litt. 
II.  172). 

3  De  unit  eccl.  7  :  "  totus  Christus  caput  et  corpus  est."     De  civit.  XXI.  25.     De 
pecc.  mer.  I.  59  :  "  Homines  sancti  et  fideles  fiunt  cum  homine  Christo  unus  Christus, 
ut  omnibus  per  ejus  hanc  gratiam  societatemque  adscendentibus  ipse  unus  Christus 
adscendat  in  caelum,  qui  de  cselo  descendit."     Sermo  354,  I  :  "  Praedicat  Christus 
Christum." 


146  HISTORY  OF   DOGMA.  [CHAP.  IV. 

5.  Heretics,  i.e ,  those  who  follow  a  faith  chosen  by  themselves, 
cannot  be  in   the  Church,  because  they  would  at  once  destroy 
its  presupposition,  the  unity  of  faith  ;  the  Church,  however,  is 
not  a  society  like  the  State,  which  tolerates  all  sorts  of  philoso 
phers  in  its  midst.     Expelled  heretics  serve  the  good   of  the 
Church,  just  as  everything  must  benefit  those  who  love  God,  for 
they  exercise  them  in  patience  (by  means  of  persecutions),  in 
wisdom  (by  false  contentions),  and  in  love  to  their  enemies,  which 
has  to  be  evinced  on  the  one  hand  in  saving  beneficence,  and  on 
the  other  in  the  terrors  of  discipline.1 

6.  But  neither  do  the   Schismatics,  i.e.,  those  who  possessed 
the  true  faith,  belong  to  the  Church  ;    for  in  abandoning  its 
unity — being  urged   thereto   by   pride   like  the    heretics — they 
show  that  they  do  not  possess  love,  and  accordingly  are  beyond 
the  pale  of  the  operations  of  the  Holy  Spirit.     Accordingly  the 
Catholic  Church  is  the  only  Church. 

7.  From  this  it  follows  that  salvation  (salus)  is  not  to  be 
found  outside  the  Church,  for  since  love  is  confined  to  the  visible 
Church,  even  heroic  acts  of  faith,  and  faith  itself,  are  destitute 
of  the  saving  stamp,  which  exists  through  love  alone.2     Means 
of  sanctification,  a  sort  of  faith,  and   miraculous   powers  may 
accordingly  exist   outside   of  the  Church  (see  afterwards),  but 
they  cannot  produce  the  effect  and  afford  the  benefit  they  are 
meant  to  have. 

8.  The  second  mark  of  the  Church  is  holiness.     This  consists 
in  the  fact  that  it  is  holy  through  its  union  with  Christ  and  the 
activity  of  the  Spirit,  possesses  the  means — in  the  Word  and 
sacraments — of  sanctifying  its  individual  members,  i.e.,  of  per 
fecting  them  in  love,  and  has  also  actually  attained  this  end. 
That  it  does  not  succeed  in  doing  so  in  the  case  of  all  who  are 
in  its  midst3 — for  it  will  only  be  without  spot  or  wrinkle  in  the 
world  beyond — nay,  that  it  cannot  entirely  destroy  sin  except 

1  De  civit.  del,  XVIII.  51,  I. 

2  Ep.  173,  6:  Foris  ab  ecclesia  constitutus  et  separatus  a  compagine  unitatis  et 
vinculo    caritatis   sett-mo   supplicio   puniveris,    etiam    si    pro   Christ!   nomine   vivus 
incenderis." 

3  The  Biblical  texts  are  he're  used  that  had  been  already  quoted  against  Calixtus 
and  the  Anti-Novatians  (Noah's  Ark,  The  Wheat  and  Tares,  etc.). 
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in  a  very  few,  detracts  nothing  from  its  holiness.  Even  a  pre 
ponderance  of  the  wicked  and  hypocritical  over  the  good  and 
spiritual l  does  not  lessen  it,  for  there  would  be  no  Church  at  all 
if  the  Donatist  thesis  were  correct,  that  unholy  .members  put  an 
end  to  the  Church's  existence.  The  Donatists  required  to  limit 
their  own  contention  in  a  quite  capricious  fashion,  in  order  to 
avoid  destroying  the  Church.2 

9.  Although  the  tares  are  not  to  be  rooted  out,  since  men  are 
not  omniscient,  and  this  world  is  not  the  scene  of  the  consumma 
tion,  yet  the  Church  exercises  its  discipline,  and  in  certain 
circumstances  even  excommunicates ;  but  it  does  not  do  so 
properly  in  order  to  preserve  its  holiness,  but  to  educate  its 
members  or  guard  them  against  infection.  But  the  Church  can 
also  tolerate.  "  They  do  not  know  the  wicked  in  the  Catholic 
unity,  or  they  tolerate  those  they  know  for  the  sake  of  unity."3 
It  can  even  suffer  manifest  and  gross  sinners,  if  in  a  particular 
case  the  infliction  of  punishment  might  result  in  greater  harm.4 
It  is  itself  secured  from  contamination  by  the  profane  by  never 
approving  evil,  and  always  retaining  its  control  over  the  means 
of  sanctification.5 

10.  But  it  is  indeed  an  attribute  of  its  holiness  also  to  beget 
actually  holy  members.     It  can  furnish  evidence  of  this,  since  a 
few  have  attained  perfection  in  it,  since  miracles  and  signs  have 
constantly  been  wrought,  and  a  general  elevation  and  sanctifica 
tion  of  morals  been  achieved  by  it,  and  since,  finally,  its  whole 
membership  will  in  the  end  be  holy. 

11.  Its  holiness  is,  however,  shown  more  clearly  in  the  fact 

1  Augustine  seems  to  have  thought  that  the  bad  were  in  the  majority  even  in  the 
Church.     He  at  anyrate  held  that  the  majority  of  men  would  be  lost  (Enchir.  97). 

2  De  bapt.  II.  8  :  If  the  Donatists  were  right,  there  would  have  been  no  Church 
even   in   Cyprian's   time  ;    their   own   origin   would    therefore   have    been   unholy. 
Augustine  often  reproaches  them  with  the  number  of  gross  sinners  in  their  midst. 
Their  grossest  sin,  it  is  true,  was — schism  (c.  litt.  Pet.  II.  221). 

3  C.  Petil.  I.  25  :   "Malos  in  unitate  catholica  vel  non  noverunt,  vel  pro  imitate 
tolerant  quos  noverunt." 

4  Here  and  there  in  Augustine  the  thought  occurs  that   the  new  covenant  was 
throughout  milder  than  the  old. 

8  C.  litt.  Pet.  III.  4  :  "  Licet  a  malis  interim  vita,  moribus,  corde  ac  voluntate 
separari  atque  discedere,  quse  separatio  semper  oportet  custodiatur.  Corporalis 
autem  separatio  ad  sseculi  finem  fidenter,  patienter,  fortiter  exspectatur." 
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that  it  is  only  within  the  Church  that  personal  holiness  can  be 
attained  (see  above  sub.  f).1 

12.  The  unholy  in  the  Church  unquestionably  belong  to  it; 
for  being  in  its  unity  they  are  subject  to  the  operation  of  the 
means  of  sanctification,  and  can  still  become  good  and  spiritual. 
Yet  they  do  not  belong  to  the  inner  court  of  the  Church,  but 
form  a  wider  circle  in  it.  [They  are  "  vessels  to  dishonour  in 
the  house  of  God  "  (vasa  in  contumeliam  in  domo  dei)  ;  they 
are  not  themselves,  like  the  "  vessels  to  honour "  (vasa  in 
honorem),  the  house  of  God,  but  are  "  in  it  "  ;  they  are  "  in  the 
communion  of  the  sacraments,"  not  in  the  proper  society  of  the 
house,  but  "  adjoined  to  the  communion  of  the  saints  "  (congre- 
gationi  sanctorum  admixti)  ;  they  are  in  a  sense  not  in  the 
Church,  because  they  are  not  the  Church  self ;  therefore  the 
Church  can  also  be  described  as  a  "  mixed  body  "  (corpus  per- 
mixtum).]2  Nay,  even  the  heretics  and  schismatics,  in  so  far  as 
they  have  appropriated  the  Church's  means  of  sanctification 
(see  under),  belong  to  the  Catholic  Church,  since  the  latter  makes 
them  sons  without  requiring  to  impart  a  second  baptism.3  The 
character  of  the  Church's  holiness  is  not  modified  by  these 
wider  circles  in  the  sphere  to  which  it  extends  ;  for,  as  regards 
its  foundation,  means,  and  aim,  it  always  remains  the  same,  and 
a  time  will  come  when  the  holiness  of  all  its  members — for 
Augustine  does  not  neglect  this  mark — will  be  an  actual  fact. 

1  Sermo  4,  II  :  "  Omnes  quotquot  fuerunt  sancti,  ad  ipsam  ecclesiam  pertinent." 

2  "  Corpus  permixtum  "  against  the  second  rule  of  Tichonius,  who  had  spoken  of  a 
bipartite  body  of  the  Lord,  a  term  rejected  by  Augustine.     Not  a  few  of  Augustine's 
arguments  here  suggest  the  idea  that  an  invisible  Church  present  "  in  occulto  "  in  the 
visible  was  the  true  Church  (De  bapt.  V.  38). 

3  De  bapt.    I.    13:  The  question  of  the   Donatists  was  whether  in  the  view  of 
Catholics  baptism  begot  "sons"  in  the  Donatist  Church.     If  the  Catholics  said  it 
did,  then  it  should  follow  that  the  Donatists  had  a  Church,  and  since  there  was  only 
one,  the  Church  ;  but  if  the  question  was  answered  in  the  negative,  then  they  drew 
the  inference  :  "  Cur  ergo  apud  vos  non  renascuntur  per  baptismum,  qui  transeunt  a 
nobis  ad  vos,  cum  apud  nosfuerint  baptizati,  si  nondum  nati  sunt?"     To  this  Au 
gustine  replies  :  "  Quasi  vero  ex  hoc  generet  unde  separata  est,  et  non  ex  hoc  unde 
conjuncta  est.     Separata  est  enim  a  vinculo  caritatis  et  pacio,  sed  juncta  est  in  uno 
baptismate.     Itatj-ue  est  una  ecclesta,   qute  sola   Catholica  nominatur ;  et  quidquid 
suum  habet  in  communionibus  diversorum  a  sua  unitate  separatis,  per  hoc  qiiod  suum 
in  eis  habet,  ipsa  utique  generat,  non  illce" 
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13.  The  third  mark  of  the  Church  is  Catholicity.     It  is  that 
which,  combined  with  unity,  furnishes  the  most  impressive  ex 
ternal   proof,   and   the  surest   criterion   of  its  truth.      That  is, 
Catholicity — extension  over  the  globe — was  prophesied,  and  had 
been  realised,  although  it  must  be  described  as  a  miracle,  that 
an   association  which  required  such  faith  and  obedience,  and 
handed  down  such  mysteries,  should  have  obtained  this  exten 
sion.     The  obvious  miracle  is  precisely  the  evidence  of  the  truth. 
Donatists  cannot  be  the  Church,  because  they  are  virtually  con 
fined  to  Africa.     The  Church  can  only  exist  where  it  proves  its 
Catholicity   by    union   with    Rome   and    the   ancient    Oriental 
Churches,   with    the   communities   of  the   whole   globe.      The 
objection  that  men's  sin  hinders  the  extension  is  without  weight ; 
for  that  would  have  had  to  be  prophesied.     But  it  is  the  oppo 
site  that  was  prophesied   and   fulfilled.1     The   reminder,  also, 
that  many  heresies  were  extended    over   the  world  is  of  no 
consequence ;    for,    firstly,    almost    all    heresies    are    national, 
secondly,  even  the  most  wide-spread  heresy  finds  another  exist 
ing  at  its  side,  and  thereby  reveals  its  falsehood.     [This  is  the 
old  sophism  :  on  the  one  hand,  disintegration  is  regarded  as  the 
essential    characteristic    of    heresies ;   on    the    other,   they   are 
represented  as  forming  a  unity  in  order  that  the  existence  of 
others  side  by  side  with  it  may  be  urged  against  each  in  turn.] 

14.  The  fourth  mark  of  the  Church  is  its  aposlolicity.     It  was 
displayed  in  the  Catholic  Church,  (i)  in  the  possession  of  apo 
stolic  writings,2  and  doctrine,  (2)  in  its  ability  to  trace  its  ex 
istence  up  to  the  Apostolic  communities  and  the  Apostles,  and 
to  point  to  its  unity  (communicatio)  with  the  churches  founded 
by  the  latter.3     This  proof  was  especially  to  be  adduced  in  the 

1  A  Donatist,  "historicus  doctus,"  indeed  urged  the  telling  objection  (Ep.  93,  23) : 
"  Quantum  ad  totius  mundi  pertinet  partes,  modica  pars  est  in  cornpensatione  totius 
mundi,  in  qua  fides  Christiana  nominatur."     Augustine,  naturally,  was  unable  really 
to  weaken  the  force  of  this  objection. 

2  We  have  already  remarked  that  Augustine  held  these  to  have — at  least  in  many 
respects — an  independent  authority ;  see  Doctrina  Christ,  and  Ep  54,  55.      In  not  a 
few  expositions  it  seems  as  if  the  appeal  to  the  Church  was  solely  to  the  Church  that 
possessed  Scripture. 

3  Besides  the  whole  of  the  anti-Donatist  writings,  see,  e.g.,  Ep.  43,  21  ;  44,  3  ; 
49,  2,  3 ;  51,  5  ;  53,  3. 
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succession  of  the  Bishops,  though  their  importance  is  for  the 
rest  not  so  strongly  emphasised  by  Augustine  as  by  Cyprian  ; 
indeed  passages  occur  in  his  works  in  which  the  universal  priest 
hood,  as  maintained  by  Tertullian,  is  proclaimed.1 

15.  While  among  the  apostolic  communities  those  of  the  East 
are  also  very  important,  yet  that  of  Rome,  and  in  consequence 
its  Bishop,  hold  the  first  place.     Peter  is  the  representative  of 
the   Apostles,    of  Christians    in    general    (Ep.    53,    2:    "  totius 
ecclesiae  figuram  gerens  " ),  of  weak  Christians,  and  of  Bishops, 
or  the  Episcopal  ministry.     Augustine  maintained  the  theory 
of  Cyprian  and  Optatus  regarding  Peter's  chair  :  it  was  occupied 
by  the  Roman  Bishop   and  it  was   necessary  to  be  in  accord 
with  it,  because  it  was  the  apostolic  seat  par  excellence,  i.e.,  the 
bearer  of  the  doctrinal  authority  and  unity  of  the  Church.     His 
statements  as  to  the  infallibility  of  the  Roman  chair  are  as  un 
certain  and  contradictory  as  those   dealing  with   the  Councils 
and  Episcopate.     He  had  no  doubt  that  a  Council  ranked  above 
the  Roman  Bishop  (Ep.  43,  ip).2 

1 6.  Augustine  was  convinced  of  the  infallibility  of  the  Catho 
lic  Church  ;  for  it  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  its  authority  as 
based  on  Apostolicity.     But  he  never  had  any  occasion  to  think 
out  this  predicate,  and  to  establish  it  in  the  representation  and 
decisions  of  the  Church.     Therefore  he  made  many  admissions, 
partly  without  thought,  partly  when  hard  pressed,  which,  logic 
ally  understood,  destroyed  the  Church's  infallibility. 

17.  So  also  he  holds  the  indispensableness  of  the  Church,  for 
it  follows  from  the  exclusive  relation  to  Christ  and  the  Holy 
Spirit  revealed  in  its  unity  and  holiness.    This  indispensableness 
is  expressed  in  the  term  "  Mother  Church  "3  (ecclesia  mater  or 
corpus  Christi);  on  modifications,  see  later. 

1 8.  Finally,  he  was  also  convinced  of  the  permanence  of  the 

i  De  civit.  dei,  XX.  10  :  Distinction  between  sacerdotes  and  proprie  sacerdotes. 

1  Augustine's  attitude  to  the  Roman  Bishop,  i.e.  to  the  infallible  Roman  tradition, 
is  shown  clearly  in  his  criticism  of  Zosimus  (Reuter  p.  312  ff.,  325  ff. )  and  in  the  ex 
tremely  valuable  36  Epistle,  which  discusses  the  work  of  an  anonymous  Roman 
writer,  who  had  glorified  the  Roman  Church  along  with  Peter  (c.  21  "  Petrus,  apo- 
stolorum  caput,  cceli  janitor,  ecclesise  fundamentum  "),  and  had  declared  statutory 
institutions  of  the  Roman  Church  to  be  universally  binding. 

3  C.  litt  Pet.  III.  IO  :  "deum  patrem  et  ejus  ecclesiam  matrem  habere." 
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Church,  and  therewith  also  of  its  primeval  character  ;  for  this 
follows  from  the  exclusive  relation  to  God  ;  yet  ideas  entered 
into  the  conception  of  permanence  and  primevalness,  which  did 
not  flow  from  any  consideration  of  the  empirical  Church  ("  the 
heavenly  Church  "  on  the  one  hand,  the  "  city  of  God  "  on  the 
other  ;  on  this  see  under). 

19.  The  empirical  Catholic  Church  is  also  the  "  Kingdom  of 
God  "  (regnum  dei,  civitas  dei).     As  a  matter  of  fact  these  terms 
are  primarily  employed   in  a  view  which  is  indifferent  to   the 
empirical  Church  (see  under)  ;  but  since  to  Augustine  there  was 
ultimately  only  one  Church,  everything  that  was  true  of  it  was 
also  applicable  to  the  empirical  Church.     At  all  times  he  re 
ferred  to  the  Catholic  Church  the  old  term  which  had  long  been 
applied  to  the  Church,  "  the  kingdom  (city)  of  God,"  of  course 
having  in  mind  not  that  the  Church  was  the  mixed,  but  the 
true  body  (corpus  permixtum,  verum).1 

20.  But  Augustine  gave  a  much  stronger  hold  than  his  pre 
decessors  to  the  conception  that  the  Church  is  the  kingdom  of 
God,  and  by  the  manner  in  which  in  his  "  Divine  Comedy,"  the 
"  De  civitate  dei,"  he  contrasted  the  Church  with  the  State,  far 
more  than  his  own  expressed  view,  he  roused  the  conviction 
that  the  empirical  Catholic  Church  sans  phrase  was  the  kingdom 
of  God,  and  the  independent  State  that  of  the  devil.     That  is, 
although  primarily  the  earthly  State  (civitas  terrena)  consisted 
for  Augustine    in    the    society  of  the  profane   and  reprobate, 
inclusive  of  demons,  while  the  city  of  God  (civitas  dei)  was  the 

i  Perhaps  the  most  cogent  evidence  of  this  is  Ep.  36,  17.  The  anonymous  Roman 
Christian  had  appealed  to  the  verse  "  Non  est  regnum  dei  esca  et  potus,"  and  simply 
identified  "regnum  dei"  with  "  ecclesia"  to  prove  that  the  Roman  command  to  fast 
on  the  Sabbath  was  apostolic.  Augustine  does  not  reject  this  identification,  but  only 
the  inference  drawn  from  it  by  the  anonymous  writer.  Here,  however,  ecclesia  is 
manifestly  the  Catholic  Church.  In  De  trinit.  I.  16,  20,  21,  Augustine  has  no  doubt 
that  the  regnum,  which  Christ  will  hand  over  to  the  Father,  "  omnes  justi  sunt,  in 
quibus  nunc  regnat  mediator,"  or  the  "  credentes  et  viventes  ex  fide  ;  fideles  quippe 
ejus  quos  redemit  sanguine  suo  dicti  sunt  regnum  ejus."  That  is  the  Church  ;  but  at 
the  same  time  it  is  self-evident  that  its  "  wrinkles"  are  ignored,  yet  not  so  its  organi 
sation  ;  see  on  Ps.  CXXVI.  3  :  '.'  Quse  autem  domus  dei  et  ipsa  civitas  ?  Domus 
enim  dei  populus  dei,  quia  domus  dei  templum  dei  .  .  .  omnes  fideles,  quse  est 
domus  dei,  cum  angelis  faciunt  unam  civitatem.  Habet  custodes.  Christus  custodie- 
bat,  cttstos  erat.  Et  episcopi  hoc  faciunt.  Nam  ideo  altior  locus  positus  est  episcopis, 
ut  ipsi  superintendant  et  tamquam  custodiant  populum." 
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heavenly  communion  of  all  saints  of  all  times,  comprising  the 
angels,  yet  he  held  that  the  former  found  their  earthly  historical 
form  of  expression  and  manifestation  in  the  secular  State,  the 
latter  in  the  empirical  Church  ;  for  there  were  by  no  means 
two  cities,  kingdoms,  temples,  or  houses  of  God.  Accordingly 
the  kingdom  of  God  is  the  Church.  And,  carried  away  by  the 
Church's  authority  and  triumph  in  the  world,  as  also  profoundly 
moved  by  the  fall  of  the  Roman  world-empire,  whose  internal 
and  external  power  manifestly  no  longer  existed  save  in  the 
Church,  Augustine  saw  in  the  present  epoch,  i.e.,  in  the  Church's 
History,  the  millennial  kingdom  that  had  been  announced  by 
John  (De  civit.  XX.).  By  this  means  he  revised,  without  com 
pletely  abolishing,  the  ancient  Chiliasm  of  the  Latin  Church.1 
But  if  it  were  once  determined  tJiat  the  millennial  kingdom  was 
now,  since  Christ's  appearance,  in  existence,  t/te  Church  was  ele 
vated  to  the  throne  of  supremacy  over  the  world  ;  for  while  this 
kingdom  consists  in  Christ's  reign,  he  only  reigns  in  the  present 
through  the  Church.  Augustine  neither  followed  out  nor 
clearly  perceived  the  hierarchical  tendency  of  his  position ;  yet 
he  reasoned  out  the  present  reign  of  Christ  which  he  had  to 
demonstrate  (XX.  9-13)  by  reflecting  that  only  the  "saints" 
(sancti)  reign  with  Christ,  and  not,  say,  the  "  tares  "  ;  that  thus 
only  those  reign  in  the  kingdom  who  themselves  constitute  the 
kingdom  ;  and  that  they  reign  because  they  aim  at  what  is 
above,  fight  the  fight  of  sanctification,  and  practise  patience  in 
suffering,  etc.  But  he  himself  prepared  the  way  directly  for 
the  sacerdotal  interpretation  of  his  thought,  or  positively  ex 
pressed  it,  in  two  of  his  arguments.  The  one  was  drawn  from 
him  by  exegesis,2  the  other  is  a  result  of  a  manifest  view  of  his 
own.  In  the  first  place,  viz.,  he  had  to  show  that  Rev.  XX.  4 

1  How  far  he  went  in  this  is  shown  by  observing  that  in  B.  XX.  he  has  connected 
with  the  present,  as  already  fulfilled,  not  a  few  passages  which  plainly  refer  to  Christ's 
Second  Advent  ;  see  c.  5  :  "  Multa  praeterea  quae  de  ultimo  judicio  ita  dici  videntur, 
ut  diligenter  considerata  reperiantur  ambigua  vel  magis  ad  aliud  pertinentia,  sine 
scilicet  fid  eum  salva  or  is  adventum,  quo  per  totum  hoc  tempus  in  ecclesia  sua  venit, 
hoc  est  in  membris suis,  particulatim  atquepaitlatim,  (jitoniam  tota  corpus  est ej'us,  sive  ad 
excidium  terrense  Hierusalem,  quia  et  de  illo  cum  loquitur,  plerumque  sic  loquitur 
tamquam  de  fine  seeculi  atque  illo  die  judicii  novissimo  et  magno  loquatur."     Yet  he 
has  left  standing  much  of  the  dramatic  eschatology. 

2  See  Reuter,  Studie  III. 
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("  those  sitting  on  thrones  judge  ")  was  even  now  being  fulfilled. 
He  found  this  fulfilment  in  the  heads  of  the  Church,  who  controlled 
the  keys  of  binding  and  loosing,  accordingly  in  the  clergy  (XX.  9). 
Secondly,  he  prepared  the  way  for  the  supremacy  of  the  Church 
over  the  State  x  in  his  explicit  arguments  both  against  and  in 
favour  of  the  latter  (XIX.,  and  even  before  this  in  V.).  The 
earthly  State  (civitas  terrena)  and  accordingly  secular  kingdoms 
are  sprung  from  sin,  the  virtue  of  the  ambitious,  and  simply 
because  they  strive  for  earthly  possessions — summed  up  in  the 
pax  terrena,  carried  out  in  all  earthly  affairs — they  are  sinful, 
and  must  finally  perish,  even  if  they  be  legitimate  and  salutary 
on  earth.  The  secular  kingdom  is  finally,  indeed,  a  vast  robbery 
(IV.  4)  :  "  righteousness  being  abolished,  what  are  kingdoms 
but  great  robberies  ?  ")  2  which  ends  in  hell  in  everlasting  war ; 
the  Roman  Republic  never  possessed  peace  (XIX.  21).  From 
this  point  of  view  the  Divine  State  is  the  only  legitimate  asso 
ciation. 

But  Augustine  had  yet  another  version  to  give  of  the  matter. 
The  establishment  of  earthly  peace  (pax  terrena) — see  its  mani 
fold  forms  in  XIX.  13 — is  necessary  upon  earth.  Even  those 
who  treasure  heavenly  peace  as  the  highest  good  are  bound  to 
care  on  earth  by  love  for  earthly  peace.  (Already  the  Jewish 
State  was  legitimate  in  this  sense ;  see  the  description  IV.  34, 
and  the  general  principle  XV.  2  :  "  We  therefore  find  two 
forms  in  the  earthly  State,  one  demonstrating  its  present 
existence,  the  other  serving  to  signify  the  heavenly  State  by  its 
presence  " ; 3  here  the  Divine  State  is  also  to  be  understood  by 
the  earthly,  in  so  far  as  the  former  is  copied  on  earth.)  The 
Roman  kingdom  has  become  Christian,  and  Augustine  rejoices 
in  the  fact.4  But  it  is  only  by  the  help  vtjustitia  that  rests  on 
love  that  the  State  can  secure  earthly  peace,  and  lose  the 

1  Augustine  had  already  written  in  Ep.  35  (A.D.  396,  03):  "  Dominus  jugo  suo  in 
gremio  ecclesise  toto  orbe  diffuse  omnia  terrena  regna  suhjecit" 

2  "  Remota  justitia  quid  sunt  regna  nisi  magna  latrocinia"  ? 

s  "  Invenimus  ergo  in  terrena  civitate  duas  formas,  unam  suam  prsesentiam  demon- 
strantem,  alteram  cselesti  civitati  significandae  sua  praesentia  servientem." 

4  It  is  not,  accordingly,  involved  under  all  circumstances  in  the  notion  of  the  earthly 
State  that  it  is  the  organism  of  sin.  Passages  on  the  Christian  State,  Christian  ages, 
and  Catholic  emperors,  are  given  in  Reuter,  p.  141. 
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character  of  being  a  robbery  (latrocinium).  But  righteousness 
and  love  only  exist  where  the  worship  of  the  true  God  is  found, 
in  the  Church,  God's  State.1  Accordingly  the  State  must  be 
dependent  on  the  kingdom  of  God  ;  in  other  words,  those  who, 
as  rulers,  administer  the  earthly  peace  of  society,  are  legitimate 
and  "  blessed "  (felices),  when  they  make  "  their  power  sub 
servient  to  the  divine  majesty  for  the  extension  as  widely  as 
possible  of  the  worship  of  God,  if  they  love  that  kingdom  more, 
where  they  do  not  fear  having  colleagues."  ''  Rulers,  therefore, 
must  not  only  be  Christians,  but  must  serve  the  Church  in  order 
to  attain  their  own  object  (pax  terrena) ;  for  outside  the  Divine 
State — of  love  and  righteousness — there  are  no  virtues,  but  only 
the  semblance  of  virtues,  i.e.,  splendid  vices  (XIX.  25).  How 
ever  much  Augustine  may  have  recognised,  here  and  elsewhere, 
the  relative  independence  and  title  of  the  State,3  the  proposition 
stands,  that  since  the  Church  is  the  kingdom  of  God  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  State  to  serve  it,  because  the  State  becomes  more 
legitimate  by  being,  as  it  were,  embodied  in  it.4  It  is  especially 
the  duty  of  the  State,  however,  to  aid  the  Church  by  forcible 
measures  against  idolatry,  heretics,  and  schismatics  ;  for  com 
pulsion  is  suitable  in  such  cases  to  prevent  the  good  from  being 
seduced,  to  instruct  the  wavering  and  ignorant,  and  to  punish 
the  wicked.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  from  this  that  in 
Augustine's  view  the  State  was  to  pursue  anything  that  might 
be  called  an  independent  ecclesiastical  or  religious  policy.  It 
rather  in  matters  of  religion  constantly  supports  the  cause  of 
the  Church,  and  this  at  once  implies  that  it  is  to  receive  its 

1  Augustine,  indeed,  also  holds  that  there  is  an  earthly  justitia,  which  is  a 
great  good  contrasted  with  flagitia  and  fncinora  ;  he  can  even  appreciate  the  value  of 
relative  blessings  (Reuter,  p.  135  ff.),  but  this  righteousness  finally  is  dissipated, 
because,  not  having  itself  issued  from  "the  Good,"  it  cannot  permanently  institute 
anything  good. 

2V.  24:  If  they  "suam  potestatem  ad  dei  cultum  maxime  dilatandum  majestati 
ejus  famulam  faciunt,  si  plus  amant  illud  regnum,  ubi  non  timent  habere  consortes." 

3  What  holds  true  of  the  State  applies  equally,  of  course,  to  all  particular  blessings 
marriage,  family,  property,  etc. 

•»  Augustine,  therefore,  holds  a  different  view  from  Optatus  (see  above,  p.  48) ;  at 
least,  a  second  consideration  is  frequent,  in  which  the  Church  does  not  exist  in  the 
Roman  empire,  but  that  empire  is  attached  to  the  Church.  In  matters  of  terrena 
felicitas  the  Church,  according  to  Augustine,  was  bound  to  obey  the  State. 
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instructions  from  the  Church.  And  this  was  actually  Augustine's 
procedure.  His  conception  of  the  "  Christian  State  "  did  not 
include  any  imperial  papistical  title  on  the  part  of  the  civil 
power;  such  a  title  was  rather  absolutely  precluded.  Even  if  the 
Church  begged  for  clemency  to  heretics,  against  whom  it  had 
itself  invoked  the  arm  of  the  State,  this  did  not  establish  the 
independent  right  of  the  latter  to  inflict  punishment :  it  served 
the  Church  in  punishing,  and  it  gratified  it  in  practising 
clemency.1 

II.  21.  Augustine  was  compelled  by  the  Donatist  practice  of 
re-baptism  and  re-ordination  to  examine  more  closely,  following 
Optatus,  the  significance  and  efficacy  of  the  functions  of  the 
Church.  It  was  inevitable  that  in  doing  so  he  should  give  a 
more  prominent  place  to  the  notion  of  the  Church  as  the  com 
munion  of  the  Sacraments,  and  at  the  same  time  have  instituted 
extremely  sophistical  discussions  on  the  Sacraments — which, 
however,  he  did  not  yet  carry  out  to  their  conclusion — in  order 
to  prove  their  objectivity,  and  make  them  independent  of  men, 
yet  without  completely  externalising  them,  while  vindicating 
them  as  the  Church's  exclusive  property. 

22.  To  begin  with,  it  was  an  immense  advance,  only  possible 
to  so  spiritual  a  man  as  Augustine,  to  rank  the  Word  along 
with  the  Sacraments.  It  is  to  him  we  owe  the  phrase  "  the 
Word  and  Sacraments."  If  he  did  not  duly  appreciate  and 
carry  out  the  import  of  the  "  Word,"  yet  he  perceived  that  as 
gospel  it  lay  at  the  root  of  every  saving  rite  of  the  Church.2 

1  On  the  relation  of  Church  and  State,  see  Dorner,  pp.  295-312,  and  the  modifi 
cations  considered  necessary  by  Reuter  in  Studien,  3  and  6.     Augustine  did  not  at 
first  approve  the  theory  of  inquisition  and  compulsion  (c.  Ep.  Man.  c.  1-3),  but  he 
was  convinced   of  its  necessity  in  the  Donatist  controversy  ("  coge  intrare  ").     He 
now  held  all   means  of  compulsion  legitimate  except  the  death  penalty  ;  Optatus 
approved  of  the  latter  also.     If  it  is  not  difficult  to  demonstrate  that  Augustine  always 
recognised  an  independent  right  of  the  State  to  be  obeyed,  yet  that  proves  little.     It 
may,  indeed,  be  the  case  that  Augustine  valued  the  State  relatively  more  highly  than 
the  ancient  Christians,  who  were  still  more   strongly  influenced  by  eschatological 
views.     But  we  may  not  forget  that  he  advanced  not  only  the  calestis  societas,  but  the 
catholica,  in  opposition  to  the  State. 

2  Ep.  21,  3:  "  sacramentum  et  verbum  dei  populo  ministrare."     Very  frequently 
verbum  — evangelium  —  Q^i^  and  the  first  cause  of  regeneration.     C.  litt.  Pet.  I.  8  : 
"Semen  quo  regeneror  verbum  dei  est."     The  objective  efficacy  of  the  Word  is 
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23.  Exhaustively  as  he  dealt  with  the  Sacraments,  he  was  far 
from  outlining  a  doctrine  regarding  them  ;  he  contented  himself 
rather  with  empirical  reflections  on  ecclesiastical  procedure  and 
its  defence.  He  did  not  evolve  a  harmonious  theory  either  of 
the  number  or  notion  of  the  Sacraments.1  Every  material  sign 
with  which  a  salvation-conferring  word  was  connected  was  to 
him  a  Sacrament.  "  The  word  is  added  to  the  element,  and  a 
Sacrament  is  constituted,  itself  being,  as  it  were,  a  visible  word."2 
The  emphasis  rests  so  strongly  on  the  Word  and  faith  (on  John 
XXV.  12:  "believe  and  thou  hast  eaten")  that  the  sign  is 
simply  described  in  many  places,  and  indeed,  as  a  rule,  as  a 
figure.  But  this  view  is  modified  by  the  fact  that  in  almost  as 
many  passages  the  Word,  with  its  saving  power,  is  also  con 
ceived  as  a  sign  of  an  accompanying  invisible  entity,3  and  all 
are  admonished  to  take  whatever  is  here  presented  to  the  senses 
as  a  guarantee  of  the  reality.  But  everything  beyond  this  is 
involved  in  obscurity,  since  we  do  not  know  to  what  signs 
Augustine  would  have  us  apply  his  ideas  about  the  Sacrament  ; 

sharply  emphasised,  but — outside  of  the  Church  it  does  not  succeed  in  infusing  love. 
C.  Pet.  III.  67  :  "  minister  verbi  et  sacramenti  evangelici,  si  bonus  est,  consocius  fit 
evangelii,  si  autem  malus  est,  non  ideo  dispensator  non  est  evangelii."  II.  n  : 
"  ftascitur  credens  non  ex  ministri  sterilitate,  sed  ex  veritatis  foecunditate. "  Still, 
Luther  was  right  when  he  included  even  Augustine  among  the  new-fashioned  theo 
logians  who  talk  much  about  the  Sacraments  and  little  about  the  Word. 

1  "Aliud  videtur  aliud  intelligitur "  (Sermo  272)  is  Augustine's   main  thought, 
which  Ratramnus  afterwards  enforced  so  energetically.     Hahn  (L.  v.  d.  Sacram.,  p. 
II  ff.)  has  detailed  Augustine's  various  statements  on  the  notion  of  the  Sacrament. 
We  learn,  e.g.,  from  Ep.  36  and  54,  the  strange  point  of  view  from  which  at  times  he 
regarded  the  conception  of  the  Sacrament  :  see  54,  I  :  "  Dominus  nosier,  sicut  ipse 
in  evangelio  loquitur,  leni  jugo  suo  nos  subdidit  et  sarcinae  levi  ;  unde  sacramentis 
numero  paucissimis,  observatione  facillimis,  significatione  praestantissimis  societatem 
novi  populi  colligavit."     Baptism  and  the  Lord's  Supper  follow  "  et  si  quid  aliud  in 
scripturis  canonicis  commendatur.  .  .   .  Ilia  autem  quse  non  scripta,  sed  tradita  cus- 
todimus,  quse  quidem  toto  terrarum  orbe  servantur,  datur  intelligi  vel  ab  ipsis  aposto- 
lis,  vel  plenariis  conciliis,  quorum  est  in  ecclesia  saluberrima  auctoritas,  commendata 
atque  statuta  retineri,  sicut  quod  domini  passio  et  resurrectio  et  ascensio  in  cselum  et 
adventus  de  cselo  spiritus  sancti  anniversaria  sollemnitate  celebrantur,  et  si  quid  aliud 
tale  occurrit  quorl  servatur  ab  uni versa,  quacumque  se  diffundit,  ecclesia." 

2  On  John  T.  80,  3  :  "  Accedit  verbum  ad  elementum  et  fit  sacramentum,  etiam 
ipsum  tamquam  visibile  verbum. 

s  De  catech.  rud.  50  :  "  Signacula  quidem  rerum  divinarum  esse  visibilia,  seel  res 
ipsas  invisibiles  in  eis  honorari." 
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in  De  doctr.  Christ,  he  speaks  as  if  Baptism  and  the  Lord's 
Supper  were  almost  alone  in  question,  but  in  other  passages  his 
language  is  different.1 

24.  He  himself  had  no  occasion  to  pursue  his  reflections 
further  in  this  direction.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Donatist 
thesis  that  the  efficacy  of  the  Sacrament  depended  on  the  cele 
brant,  and  the  Donatist  practice  of  re-baptism,  forced  him  to 
set  up  two  self-contradictory  positions.  First,  the  Sacraments 
are  only  efficacious  in  the  Church,  but  they  are  also  efficacious 
in  circles  outside  the  Church.  If  he  abandoned  the  former  prin 
ciple,  he  denied  the  indispensableness  of  the  Church  ;  if  he 
sacrificed  the  second,  he  would  have  required  to  approve  of  re- 
baptism.  Secondly,  the  Sacraments  are  independent  of  any 
human  disposition,  and  they  are  inseparably  attached  to  the 
Catholic  Church  and  faith.  To  give  up  the  one  thesis  meant 
that  the  Donatist  was  right ;  to  doubt  the  other  was  to  make  the 
Sacrament  a  magical  performance  indifferent  to  Christianity  and 
faith.  In  order  to  remove  these  contradictions,  it  was  necessary 
to  look  for  distinctions.  These  he  found,  not,  say,  by  discrimi 
nating  between  the  offer  and  bestowal  of  grace,  but  by  assum 
ing  a  twofold  efficacy  of  the  Sacraments.  These  were  (i)  an 
indelible  marking  of  every  recipient,  which  took  place  wherever 
the  Sacrament  was  administered,  no  matter  by  whom,2  and  (2) 
an  administration  of  grace ',  in  which  the  believer  participated 
only  in  the  union  of  the  Catholic  Church.  According  to  this  he 
could  teach  that :  the  Sacraments  belong  exclusively  to  the 
Catholic  Church,  and  only  in  it  bestow  grace  on  faith  ;  but  they 
can  be  purloined  from  that  Church,  since,  "  being  holy  in  them 
selves,"  they  primarily  produce  an  effect  which  depends  solely 
on  the  Word  and  sign  (the  impression  of  an  indelible  "stamp  "), 

1  Hahn  (p.  12)  gives  the  following  definition  as  Augustinian  :  "  The  Sacrament  is 
a  corporeal  sign,  instituted  by  God,  of  a  holy  object,  which,  from  its  nature,  it  is 
adapted  by  a  certain  resemblance  to  represent,  and  by  means  of  it  God,  under  cer 
tain  conditions,  imparts  his  grace  to  those  who  make  use  of  it." 

2  Ep.  173,  3  :  "  Vos  oves  Christi  estis,  characterem  dominicum  portatis  in  sacra- 
mento."     De  bapt.  c.   Donat.  IV.  16  :  "  Manifestum  est,  fieri  posse,  ut  in  eis  qui 
sunt  ex  parte  diaboli  sanctum  sit  sacramentum  Christi,  non  ad  salutem,  sed  ad  judi- 
cium  eorum  .  .  .  signa  nostri  imperatoris  in  eis  cogno»cimus  .  .  .   desertores  sunt." 
VI.  I  :  "  Oves  dominicum  characterem  a  fallacibus  depraedatoribus  foris  adeptse." 
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and  not  on  a  human  factor.1  Heretics  have  stolen  it,  and 
administer  it  validly  in  their  associations.  Therefore  the 
Church  does  not  again  baptise  repentant  heretics  (schismatics), 
being  certain  that  at  the  moment  of  faithful  submission  to  the 
Catholic  communion  of  love,  the  Sacrament  is  "  efficacious  for 
salvation "  (ad  salutem  valet)  to  him  who  had  been  baptised 
outside  its  pale.2 

25.  This  theory  could  not  but  leave  the  nature  of  the 
"  stamp "  impressed  and  its  relation  to  the  communication  of 
grace  obscure.3  The  legal  claim  of  schismatics  and  heretics  to 
belong  to  the  Catholic  Church  appears  to  be  the  most  important, 
and,  indeed,  the  sole  effect  of  the  "  objectivity  "  of  the  Sacra 
ments  outside  the  Church.4  But  the  theory  was  only  worked 
out  by  Augustine  in  baptism  and  ordination,  though  even  here 
he  did  not  succeed  in  settling  all  the  problems  that  arose,  or  in 
actually  demonstrating  the  "objectivity."  But  in  his  treatment 
of  the  Lord's  Supper,  e.g.,  it  cannot  be  demonstrated  at  all.  For 

1  De  bapt.  IV.  16  :  "  Per  se  ipsum  considerandus  est  haptismus  verbis  evangelicis, 
non  adjuncta  neque  permixta  ulla  perversitate  atque  malitia  sive  accipientium  sive 
tradentium  .  .   .  non   cogitandum,   quis   del   sed   quid   det."     C.    litt.    Pet.  1.8: 
"  (Against  various  Donatist  theses,  e.g.,  '  conscientiadantis  adtenditur,  qui  abluat  ac- 
cipientis')  Saepe  mihi   ignota  est   humana  conscientia,   sed  certus  sum  de  Christi 
misericordia  .   .   .  non  est  perfidus  Christus,  a  quo  fidem  percipio,  non  reatum  .   .    . 
origo  mea  Cliristus  est,  radix  mea  Christus  est  .   .  .  semen  quo  regeneror,  verbum 
dei  est  .   .  .  etiam  si  ille,  per  quern  audio,  qure  mihi  dicit  ipse  non  facit  .   .   .  me 
innocentem  non  facit  nisi  qui  mortuus  est  propter  delicta  nostra  et  resurrexit  propter 
justificationem  nostram.     Non  enim  in  ministrum,  per  quern  baptizor,  credo,  sed  in 
eum,  qui  justificat  impium." 

2  We  have  to  emphasise  the  distinction  between  "  habere  "  and   "utiliter  habere  " 
often    drawn    in   the  writings   against    the   Donatists  ;    c.    Cresc.    I.    34 :    "  Vobis 
(Donalistis)  pacem  nos  annuntiamus,  non  ut,  cum  ad  nos  veneritis,  alterum  baptismum 
accipiatis,  sed  ut  eum  qui  jam  apud  vos  erat  utiliter  habeatis,"  or  "una  catholica 
ecclesia  non  in  qua  sola  unus  baptismus  habetur,  sed  in  qua  sola  unus  baptismus 
salubriter  habetur."     De  bapt.  c.  Donat.  IV.  24  :  "  Qui  in  invidia  intus  et  malevo- 
lentia  sine  caritate  vivunt,  verum  baptisma  possunt  et  accipere  et  tradere.     (Sed} 
salus,  inquit  Cyprianus,  extra  ecclesiam  non  est.     Quis  negat  ?     Et  ideo  quoecumque 
ipsius  ecclesias  habentur,  extra  ecclesiam  non  valent  ad  salutem.     Sed  aliud  est  non 
habere,  aliud  non  utiliter  habere." 

3  In  the  Catholic  Church  the  seal  and  salvation  coincide  where  faith   is  present. 
Augustine's  primary  concern  was  that  the  believer  should  receive  in  the  Sacrament  a 
firm  conviction  of  the  mercy  of  Christ. 

4  Augustine  did  not  really  lay  any  stress  on  legal  relation    ;  but  he  did,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  a  great  deal  to  set  matters  in  this  light. 
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since,  according  to  him,  the  reality  of  the  Sacrament  (res  sacra- 
menti)  was  invisible  incorporation  in  the  body  of  Christ  (Augus 
tine  deals  with  the  elements  symbolically),  and  the  eucharistic 
sacrifice  was  the  sacrifice  of  love  or  peace,  the  co-operation  of 
the  Catholic  Church  is  always  taken  to  be  essential  to  the  Lord's 
Supper.  Accordingly  there  is  here  no  "  stamp  "  independent  of 
the  Church.1  But  in  the  case  of  Baptism,  he  could  assume  that 

1  Sermo  57,  7  :  "  Eucharistia  panis  noster  quotidianus  est ;  sed  sic  accipiamus 
ilium,  ut  non  solum  ventre  sed  et  mente  reficiamur.  Virtus  enim  ipsa,  quse  ibi 
intelligitur,  unitas  est,  ut  redacti  in  corpus  ejus,  effecti  membra  ejus,  simus  quod 
accipimus."  272  :  "  panis  est  corpus  Christi  .  .  .  corpus  Christi  si  vis  intelligere, 
apostolum  audi  :  vos  estis  corpus  Christi."  Augustine  maintains  the  traditional  con 
ception  that,  in  speaking  of  the  "  body  of  Christ,"  we  may  think  of  all  the  ideas 
connected  with  the  word  (the  body  is  irvfv/j.aTiKdi',  is  itself  spirit,  is  the  Church),  but 
he  prefers  the  latter,  and,  like  the  ancient  Church,  suffers  the  reference  to  forgiveness 
of  sins  to  fall  into  the  background.  Unitas  and  vita  (De  pecc.  mer.  I.  34)  occupy 
the  foreground.  Therefore  in  this  case  also,  nay,  more  than  in  that  of  any  other 
signutn,  the  sign  is  wholly  irrelevant.  This  "  sacramentum  unitatis"  assures 
believers  and  gives  them  what  they  are,  on  condition  of  their  po-sessing  faith.  (On 
John  XXVI.  i:  "credere  in  eum,  hoc  est  manducare  panem  vivum  "  ;  De  civit. 
XX  I.  25. )  No  one  has  more  strongly  resisted  the  realistic  interpretation  of  the  Lord's 
Supper,  and  pointed  out  that  what  "  visibiliter  celebratur,  oportet  invisibiliter 
intelligi  "  (On  Ps.  XCVIII.  9  fin.).  "The  flesh  profits  nothing,"  and  Christ  is  not 
on  earth  "  secundum  corporis  prassentiam."  Now  it  is  possible  that,  like  the  Greeks, 
Augustine  might  here  or  there  have  entertained  the  thought  that  the  sacramental 
body  of  the  Lord  must  also  be  identified  with  the  real.  But  I  have  found  no  passage 
which  clearly  supports  this  (see  also  Dorner,  p.  267  ff. ).  All  we  can  say  is  that  not 
a  few  passages  at  a  first  glance  can  be,  and  soon  were,  understood  in  this  way. 
Augustine,  the  spiritual  thinker,  has  in  general  greatly  weakened  the  dogmatic  signifi 
cance  of  the  Sacrament.  He  indeed  describes  it,  like  Baptism,  as  necessary  to  salva 
tion  ;  but  since  he  hardly  ever  cites  the  argument  that  it  is  connected  with  the 
resurrection  and  eternal  life,  the  necessity  is  reduced  to  the  unity  and  love  which  find 
one  expression  along  with  others  in  the  Lord's  Supper.  The  holy  food  is  rather,  in 
general,  a  declaration  and  assurance,  or  the  avowal  of  an  existing  state,  than  a  gift. 
In  this  Augustine  agrees  undoubtedly  with  the  so-called  pre-Reformers  and  Zwingli. 
This  leads  us  to  the  import  of  the  rite  as  a  sacrifice  ("  sacrificium  corporis  Christi  "). 
Here  there  are  four  possible  views.  The  Church  presents  itself  as  a  sacrifice  in 
Christ's  body ;  Christ's  sacrificial  death  is  symbolically  repeated  by  the  priest  in 
memory  of  him  ;  Christ's  body  is  really  offered  anew  by  the  priest  ;  and  Christ,  as 
priest,  continually  and  everywhere  presents  himself  as  a  sacrifice  to  the  Father.  Of 
these  views,  I,  2,  and  4  can  certainly  be  instanced  in  Augustine,  but  not  the  third. 
He  strictly  maintains  the  prerogative  of  the  priest ;  but  there  is  as  little  mention  of  a 
"  conficere  corpus  Christi  "  as  of  Transubstantiation  ;  for  the  passage  (Sermo  234,  2) 
to  which  Catholics  delight  to  appeal  :  "non  omnis  panis  sed  accipiensbenedictionem 
fit  corpus  Christi,"  only  means  that,  as  in  all  Sacraments,  the  res  is  no  wadded  to  the/aw/V, 
and  makes  it  the  signum  rei  invisibilis  ;  by  consecration  the  bread  becomes  something 
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it  could  establish,  even  outside  of  the  Church,  an  inalienable 
relation  to  the  triune  God,  ivJiose  place  could  not  be  supplied  by 
anything  else,  which  in  certaincircumstances  createdakind  of  faith, 
but  which  only  bestowed  salvation  within  the  pale  of  the  Church.1 

different  from  what  it  was  before.  The  res  invisibilis  is  not,  however,  the  real  body, 
but  incorporation  into  Christ's  body,  which  is  the  Church.  According  to  Augustine, 
the  unworthy  also  obtain  the  valid  Sacrament,  but  what  they  do  receive  is  indeed 
wholly  obscure.  I  could  not  say  with  Dorner  (p.  274) :  "  Augustine  does  not  know 
of  any  participation  in  the  real  (?)  body  and  blood  on  the  part  of  unbelievers." 

1  It  is  now  the  proper  administration  of  baptism  (rite)  that  is  em 
phasised.  The  Sacrament  belongs  to  God  ;  therefore  it  cannot  be  rendered 
invalid  by  sin  or  heresy.  The  indispensableness  of  baptism  rests  of  sheer  neces 
sity  on  the  "stamp,"  and  that  is  the  most  fatal  turn  it  could  take,  because  in 
that  case  faith  is  by  no  means  certainly  implied.  The  "  Punici  "  are  praised  in  De 
pecc.  mer.  I.  34,  because  they  simply  call  baptism  "salus"  ;  but  yet  the  indispens 
ableness  of  the  rite  is  not  held  to  consist  in  its  power  of  conferring  salvation,  but  in 
the  stamp.  This  indispensableness  is  only  infringed  by  the  baptism  of  blood,  or  by  the 
wish  to  receive  baptism  where  circumstances  render  that  impossible.  In  the  corres 
ponding  line  of  thought  baptism  rightly  administered  among  heretics  appears,  because 
possessed  unlawfully,  to  be  actually  inefficacious,  nay,  it  brings  a  judgment.  The 
Euphrates,  which  flows  in  Paradise  and  in  'profane  countries,  only  brings  forth  fruit 
in  the  former.  Therefore  the  controversy  between  Dorner  and  Schmidt,  whether 
Augustine  did  or  did  not  hold  the  Sacrament  to  be  dependent  on  the  Catholic  Church, 
is  idle.  It  is  independent  of  it,  in  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  ;  dependent,  if  it  is  to  be 
stow  salvation.  Yet  Dorner  (I.e.  p.  252  f.,  and  elsewhere)  seems  to  me  to  be  advanc 
ing  not  an  Augustinian  conception,  but  at  most  a  deduction  from  one,  when  he 
maintains  that  Augustine  does  not  contradict  the  idea  that  the  Churcli  is  rendered 
holy  by  its  membership,  by  emphasising  the  Sacraments,  but  by  laying  stress  on  the 
sanctity  of  the  iv/wle,  namely  the  Church.  He  repeatedly  makes  the  suggestion, 
however,  in  order  to  remove  the  difficulties  in  Augustine's  notion  of  the  Sacraments, 
thnt  he  must  have  distinguished  between  the  offer  and  bestowal  of  grace  ;  even  the 
former  securing  their  objective  validity.  But  this  is  extremely  questionable,  and 
would  fall  short  of  Augustine  ;  for  his  correct  religious  view  is  that  grace  operates  and 
does  not  merely  make  an  offer.  Augustine,  besides,  has  wavered  to  such  an  extent 
in  marking  off  the  place  of  the  stamp,  and  of  saving  efficacy  in  baptism,  that  he  has 
even  supposed  a  momentary  forgiveness  of  sin  in  the  case  of  heretics  (De  bapt.  I. 
19;  III.  18  :  "  rursus  debita  redeunt  per  haeresis  aut  schismatis  obstinationem  et 
ideo  necessarium  habent  hujusmodi  homines  venire  ad  Catholicam  pacem  ; "  for,  on 
John  XXVII.  6  :  "  pax  ecclesiae  dimittit  peccata  et  ab  ecclesioe  pace  alienatio  tenet 
peccata  ;  petra  tenet,  petra  dimiitit  ;  columba  tenet,  columba  dimittit  ;  unitas  tenet, 
unitas  dimittit ").  The  most  questionable  feature  of  Augustine's  doctrine  of  baptism 
(within  the  Church)  is  that  he  not  only  did  not  get  rid  of  the  magical  idea,  but 
strengthened  it  by  his  interest  in  infant  baptism.  While  he  intended  that  baptism 
and  faith  should  be  connected,  infant  baptism  made  a  cleavage  between  them.  He 
deduced  the  indispensableness  of  infant  baptism  from  original  sin,  but  by  no  means 
also  from  the  tendency  to  make  the  salvation  of  all  men  dependent  on  the  Church  (see 
Dorner,  p.  257).  In  order  to  conserve  faith  in  baptism,  Augustine  assumed  a  kind 
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And  in  the  case  of  Ordination  he  could  teach  that,  properly  be 
stowed,  it  conveyed  the  inalienable  power  to  administer  the 
Sacraments,  although  the  recipient,  if  he  stood  outside  the 
Church,  only  officiated  to  his  own  perdition.1  In  both  cases  his 

of  vicarious  faith  on  the  part  of  god-parents,  but,  as  it  would  appear,  he  laid  no  stress 
on  it,  since  his  true  opinion  was  that  baptism  took  the  place  of  faith  for  children. 
However,  the  whole  doctrine  of  baptism  is  ultimately  for  Augustine  merely  prelimin 
ary.  Baptism  is  indispensable,  but  it  is,  after  all,  nothing  more.  The  main  thing  is 
the  active  presence  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  soul  ;  so  that,  from  this  point  of  view, 
baptism  is  of  no  real  importance  for  salvation.  But  Augustine  was  far  from  drawing 
this  inference. 

1  Little  reflection  had  hitherto  been  given  in  the  Church  to  ordination.     The  Dona- 
tists  furnished  a  motive  for  thinking  about  it,  and  it  was  once  more  Augustine  who 
bestowed  on  the  Church  a  series  of  sacerdotal  ideas,  without  himself  being  interested 
in  their  sacerdotal  tendency.     The  practice  had  indeed  for  long  been  sacerdotal  ;  but 
it  was  only  by  its  fateful  combination  with  baptism,  and  the  principle  that  ordination 
did  not  require  (as  against  Cyprian)  a  moral  disposition  to  render  it  valid,  that  the 
new  sacrament  became  perfect.     It  now  conferred  an  inalienable  stamp,  and  was, 
therefore,  if  it  had  been  properly  administered,  even  though  outside  the  Church,  not 
repeated,  and  as  it  communicated  an  objective  holiness,  it  gave  the  power  also  to 
propagate  holiness.     From  Book  I.  c.  I  of  De  bapt.  c.  Donat.  onwards,  the  sacra- 
mentum  baptismi  and  the  sacramentuin  baptismi  dandi  are  treated  in  common  (§  2  : 
"  sicut  baptizatus,  si  ab  unitate  recesserit,  sacramentum  baptismi  non  amittit,  sic 
etiam  ordinatus,  si  ab  unitate  recesserit,  sacramentum  dandi  baptismi  non  amittit." 
C.   ep.    Farm.    II.    28:  "  utrumque  in  Catholica  non  licet  iterari."     The  clearest 
passage  is  De  bono  conjug.  32  :  "  Quemadmodum  si  fiat  ordinatio  cleri  ad  plebem 
congregandam,  etiamsi  plebis  congregatio  non  subsequatur,   manet  tamen  in  illis 
ordinatis  sacramentum  ordinationis,  et  si  aliqua  culpa  quisquam  ab  officio  removeatur, 
Sacramento  domini  semel  imposito  non  carebit,  quamvis  ad  judicium  permanente  "). 
The  priests  are  alone  appointed  to  administer  the  sacraments  (in  c.  ep.  Farm.  II.  29 
we  have  the  remarkably  tortuous  explanation  of  lay-baptism  ;  Augustine  holds  that 
it  is  a  veniale  deltctum,  even  when  the  necessity  is  urgent  ;  he,  at  least,  believes  it 
possible  that  it  is  so.     But  baptism,  even  when  unnecessarily  usurped  by  laymen,  is 
valid,  although  illicite  datum  ;  for  the  "  stamp  "  is  there.     Yet  Augu?tine  warns  ur 
gently  against  encroaching  on  the  office  of  the  priest.)     None  but  the  priest  can 
celebrate  the  Lord's  Supper.     That  was  ancient  tradition.     The  judicial  functions  of 
priests  fall  into  the  background  in  Augustine  (as  compared  with  Cyprian).     We  do 
not  find  in  him,  in  a  technical  form,  a  sacrament  of  penance.     Yet  it  actually  existed, 
and  he  was  the  first  to  give  it  a  substructure  by  his  conception  that  the  gratia  Christi 
was  not  exhausted  in  the  retrospective  effect  of  baptismal  grace.     In  that  period, 
baptism  and  penance  were  named  together  as  if  they  were  the  two  chief  Sacraments, 
without  the  latter  being  expressly  called  a  Sacrament ;  see   Pelagius'  confession  of 
faith  (Hahn,  §  133)  :  "  Hominem,  si  post  baptismum  lapsus  fuerit,  per  poenitentiam 
credimus  posse  salvari  ; "  which  is  almost  identical  with  that  of  Julian  of  Eclanum 
(l.c.    §  155)  :    "  Eum,   qui  post   baptismum    peccaverit,   per  psenitentiam  credimu* 
posse  salvari  ;"  and  Augustine's  (Enchir.  46)  :  "  Peccata,  quse  male  agendo  postea 
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view  was  determined  by  the  following  considerations.  First,  he 
sought  to  defend  the  Church,  and  to  put  the  Donatists  in  the 
wrong.  Secondly,  he  desired  to  indicate  the  mark  of  the 
Church's  holiness,  which  could  not,  with  certainty,  be  established 
in  any  other  way,  in  the  objective  holiness  of  the  Sacraments. 
And,  thirdly,  he  wished  to  give  expression  to  the  thought  that 
there  must  exist  somewhere,  in  the  action  of  the  Church,  an 
element  to  which  faith  can  cling,  which  is  not  supported  by 
men,  but  which  sustains  faith  itself,  and  corresponds  to  the 
assurance  which  the  believer  rests  on  grace.  Augustine's 
doctrine  of  grace  has  a  very  great  share  in  his  doctrine  of  the 
sacraments,  or,  more  accurately,  of  the  sacrament  of  baptism. 
On  the  other  hand,  he  had  by  no  means  any  sacerdotal  interest 
in  this  conception.  But  it  could  not  fail  afterwards  to  develop  in 
an  essentially  sacerdotal  sense.  But,  at  the  same  time,  men  were 
impelled  in  quite  a  different  direction  by  the  distinction  between 
the  outward  rite  and  accompanying  effect,  by  the  value  given 
to  the  "  Word  "  and  the  desire  to  maintain  the  objectivity  of  the 
Sacrament.  The  above  distinction  could  not  but  lead  in  later 
times  to  a  spiritualising  which  refined  away  the  Sacraments,  or, 
on  the  other  hand,  centred  them  in  the  "  Word,"  where  stress 
was  laid  on  a  given  and  certain  authority,  and  therewith  on  the 
supremacy  of  the  Word.  Both  these  cases  occurred.  Not  only 
does  the  Mediaeval  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  Sacraments  go  back 
to  Augustine,  but  so  do  the  spiritualists  of  the  Middle  Ages, 
and,  in  turn,  Luther  and  Calvin  are  indebted  to  him  for  sug 
gestions.1 


committunmr,  possunt  et  prenitendo  sanari,  sicut  etiam  post  baptismum  fieri  videmus ;" 
(c.  65)  :  "  Neque  de  ipsis  criminibus  quamlibet  magnis  remittendis  in  sancta  ecclesia 
dei  misericordia  desperanda  est  agentibus  prenitentiam  secundum  modum  sui  cujusque 
peccati."  He  is  not  speaking  of  baptism,  but  of  the  Church's  treatment  of  its  mem 
bers  after  baptism,  when  he  says  (I.e.  c.  83)  :  "  Qui  vero  in  ecclesia  remitti  peccata 
non  credens  contemnit  tantam  divini  muneris  largitatem  et  in  hac  obstinatione  mentis 
diem  claudit  extremum,  reus  est  illo  irremissibili  peccato  in  spiritum  sanctum." 

1  A  passage  in  Augustine's  letter  to  Januarius  (Ep.  55,  c.  2)  on  the  nature  of  the 
sacrament  became  very  important  for  after  ages  :  "  Primum  oportet  noveris  diem 
natalem  domini  non  in  Sacramento  celebrari,  sed  tantum  in  memoriam  revocari  quod 
natus  sit,  ac  per  hoc  niliil  opus  erat,  nisi  revolutum  anni  diem,  quo  ipsa  res  acta  est, 
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Augustine's  conception,  above  described,  of  the  visible 
Church  and  means  of  grace  is  full  of  self-contradictions.  His 
identification  of  the  Church  with  the  visible  Catholic  Church 
was  not  a  success.  He  meant  that  there  should  be  only  one 
Church,  and  that  none  but  believers  should  belong  to  it ;  but 
the  wicked  and  hypocrites  were  also  in  it,  without  being  it  ;  nay, 
even  heretics  were  in  a  sense  in  it,  since  they  participated  in 
the  Sacraments.  But  in  that  case  is  the  Church  still  visible  ? 
It  is — in  the  Sacraments.  But  the  Church  which  is  visible  in 
the  Sacraments  is  certainly  not  the  bride  and  body  of  Christ, 
the  indispensable  institution  of  salvation  ;  that  is  alone  the 
Church  which  is  possessed  by  the  spirit  of  love  ;  and  yet  it  is 
masked  by  the  presence  of  the  wicked  and  hypocritical.  And 
the  Sacrament  cannot  be  relied  upon ;  for  while  it  is  certainly 
not  efficacious  for  salvation  outside  the  Catholic  Church,  it  is 
by  no  means  certainly  efficacious  within  it.  The  one  Church  is 
the  true  body  of  Christ,  a  mixed  body,  and  the  outward 
society  of  the  Sacraments  ;  in  each  instance  we  have  a  different 
circle  ;  but  it  is  as  essential  and  important  that  it  should  be  the 
one  as  the  other.  What  is  the  meaning,  then,  "  of  being  in  the 
Church  "  (in  ecclesia  esse)  ?  Every  speculation  on  the  notions 
of  things  is  fated  to  stumble  on  contradictions  ;  everything  can 
be  something  else,  anything  is  everything,  and  everything  is 
nothing.  The  speculation  surprises  us  with  a  hundred  points 
of  view — that  is  its  strength — to  end  in  none  of  them  being 
really  authoritative. 

But  all  Augustine's  deliverances  on  this  subject  are  seen  to 
be  merely  conditional  in  their  value,  not  only  from  their  self- 
contradictions,  but  from  the  fact  that  the  theologian  is  not,  or  is 
only  to  a  very  limited  extent,  expressing  his  religious  conviction. 
He  felt  and  wrote  as  he  did  because  he  was  the  defender  of  the 
practice  of  the  Church,  whose  authority  he  needed  for  his  faith. 
But  this  faith  took  quite  other  directions.  Even  those  incon- 

festa  devotione  signari.  Sacramentum  est  autem  in  aliqua  celebratione,  cum  rei  gesta 
commemoratio  ita  Jit,  ut  aliquid  etiam  significari  intelligatur,  quod  sancte  accipiendum 
est.  Eo  itaque  modo  egimus  pascha  ut  non  solum  in  memoriam  quod  gestum  est,  re- 
vocemus,  id  est,  quod  mortuus  est  Christus  et  resurrexit,  sed  etiam  cetera,  quae  circa 
ea  adtestantur  ad  sacramenti  significationem  non  omittamus." 
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sistencies,  which  indeed  were  partly  traditional,  show  that  his 
conception  of  the  Church  was  penetrated  by  an  element  which 
resisted  the  idea  that  it  was  visible.  This  element,  however, 
was  itself  by  no  means  congruous  throughout,  but  again  com 
prehended  various  though  intertwined  features. 

1.  The  Church  is  heavenly  ;  as  bride  and  body  of  Christ  it  is 
quite  essentially  a  heavenly  society  (caelestis  societas).      This 
ancient  traditional  idea  stood  in  the  foreground  of  Augustine's 
practical  faith.      What  the  Church  is,  it  cannot  at  all  be  on  earth  ; 
it  possesses  its  truth,  its  seat,  in  heaven.     There  alone  is  to  be 
found  the  true  sphere  of  its  members  ;  a  small  fragment  wander 
as  pilgrims  here  upon  earth  for  a  time.     It  may  indeed  be  said 
that  upon  earth  we  have  only  the  copy  of  the  heavenly  Church 
for  in  so  far  as  the  earthly  fragment  is  a  "  civitas  terrena  "  (an 
earthly  state)  it  is  not  yet  what  it  will  be.     It  is  united  with 
the  heavenly  Church  by  hope.     It  is  folly  to  regard  the  present 
Church  as  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven.     "  What  is  left  them  but 
to  assert  that  the  kingdom    of  heaven   itself  belongs  to    the 
temporal  life  in  which  we  now  exist  ?     For  why  should   not 
blind  presumption  advance  to  such  a  pitch  of  madness  ?     And 
what  is  wilder  than  that  assertion  ?     For  although  the  Church 
even   as  it   now  exists    is    sometimes   called    the    kingdom  of 
heaven,  it  is  surely  so  named  because  of  its  future  and  eternal 
existence  ?  " J 

2.  The  Church  is  primeval,  and  its  members  are  therefore  not 
all  included  in  the  visible  institution  of  the  Catholic  Church. 
We  now  meet  with  the  conception  expounded  by  Augustine  in 
his  great   work  "  De  civitate  dei,"    at  which   he   wrought   for 
almost  fifteen  years.     The  civitas  dei,  i.e.,  the  society  in  which 
there  rules  "the  love  of  God  to  the  contempt  of  self"  (amor  dei 
usque  ad  contemptum  sui,  XIV.  28),  and  which  therefore  aspires 
to  "  heavenly  peace  "  (pax  caelestis),  began  in  the  angelic  world. 
With  this  the  above  conception  (see  sub.   i)  is  combined:  the 

i  De  virgin.  24  :  "Quid  aliud  istis  restat  nisi  ut  ipsum  regnum  c?elorum  ad  hanc 
temporalem  vitam,  in  qua  nunc  sumus.  asserant  pertinere  ?  Cur  enim  non  et  in  hanc 
insaniam  progrediatur  caeca  praesumptio  ?  Et  quid  hac  assertione  furiosius  ?  Nam 
etsi  regnum  caelorum  aliquando  ecclesia  etiam  quae  hoc  tempore  est  appellatur  ad 
hoc  utique  sic  appellatur,  quia  futurae  vitse  sempiternaeque  colligitur."  It  is  needless 
to  quote  more  passages,  they  are  so  numerous. 
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city  of  God  is  the  heavenly  Jerusalem.  But  it  embraces  all 
believers  of  the  past,  present,  and  future  ;  it  mingled  with  the 
earthly  State  (civitas  terrena)  before  the  Deluge,1  ran  through  a 
history  on  earth  in  six  periods  (the  Deluge,  Abraham,  David, 
the  Exile,  Christ,  and  Christ's  second  Advent),  and  continues 
intermingled  with  the  secular  State  to  the  end.  With  the  tran 
scendental  conception  of  the  City  of  God  is  thus  combined, 
here  and  elsewhere,2  the  universalist  belief  applied  to  the 
present  world  :  3  Christianity,  old  as  the  world,  has  everywhere 
and  in  all  ages  had  its  confessors  who  "without  doubt"  have 
received  salvation  ;  for  the  "  Word  "  was  ever  the  same,  and 
has  always  been  at  work  under  the  most  varied  forms  ("  prius 
occultius,  postea  manifestius  ") 4  down  to  the  Incarnation.  He 
who  believed  on  this  Word,  that  is  Christ,  received  eternal 
salvation.5 

3.  The  Church  is  the  communion  of  those  who  believe  in  the 
crucified  Christ,  and  are  subject  to  the  influences  of  his  death, 
and  who  are  therefore  holy  and  spiritual  (sancti  et  spiritales). 
To  this  view  we  are  conducted  by  the  conclusion  from  the 
previous  one,  the  humanist  and  universalist  element  being 
stript  away.  If  we  ask  :  Where  is  the  Church?  Augustine 
answers  in  innumerable  passages,  wherever  the  communion  of 
these  holy  and  spiritual  persons  is  found.  They  are  Christ's 
body,  the  house,  temple,  or  city  of  God.  Grace  on  the  one 
hand,  faith,  love,  and  hope  on  the  other,  constitute  accordingly 
the  notion  of  the  Church.  Or  briefly  :  "  the  Church  which  is 
on  earth  exists  by  the  remission  of  sins,"  or  still  more  certainly 
"the  Church  exists  in  love."6  In  any  number  of  expositions 
Augustine  ignores  every  idea  of  the  Church  except  this,  which 
leads  him  to  think  of  a  spiritual  communion  alone,  and  he  is  as 

1  See  on  this  above,  p.  151. 

2  E.g.,  Ep.  102,  quaest  2,  esp.  §12. 

3  See  above,  p.  152,  n.  2. 

4  Formerly  more  hiddenly,  afterwards  more  manifestly. 

5  In  this  line  of  thought  the  historical  Christ  takes  a  very  secondary  place  ;  but  it 
is  quite  different   in  others;    see  Sermo  116,   6:    "Per  Christum  factus  est  alter 
mundus." 

6  "  Per  remissionem  peccatorum  stat  ecclesia  quse  est  in  terris. "     "  In  caritate  stat 
ecclesia." 
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indifferent  to  the  conception  of  the  Church  being  an  outward 
communion  of  the  Sacraments  as  to  the  last  one  now  to  be 
mentioned.1 

4.  The  Church  is  the  number  of  the  elect.  The  final  conse 
quence  of  Augustine's  doctrine  of  grace  (see  next  section) 
teaches  that  salvation  depends  on  God's  inscrutable  predestina 
tion  (election  of  grace)  and  on  that  alone.  Therefore  the 
Church  cannot  be  anything  but  the  number  of  the  elect.  This 
is  not,  however,  absolutely  comprehended  in  the  external  com 
munion  of  the  Catholic  Church — for  some  have  been  elect,  who 
were  never  Catholics,  and  others  are  elect  who  are  not  yet 
Catholics.  Nor  is  it  simply  identical  with  the  communion  of 
the  saints  (that  is  of  those  who  submit  themselves  in  faith  to 
the  operation  of  the  means  of  grace) ;  for  these  may  include 
for  the  time  such  as  will  yet  relapse,  and  may  not  include  others 
who  will  ultimately  be  saved.  Thus  the  thougJit  of  predestination 
shatters  every  notion  of  the  Church — that  mentioned  under  2  can 
alone  to  some  extent  hold  its  ground — and  renders  valueless  all 
divine  ordinances,  the  institution  and  means  of  salvation.  The 
number  of  the  elect  is  no  Church.  The  elect  of  God  are  to  be 
found  inside  and  outside  the  Church,  under  the  operation  and 
remote  from  the  operation  of  sacramental  grace  ;  God  has  his 
subjects  among  the  enemy,  and  his  enemies  among  those  who 
for  the  time  being  are  "  good."  2  Augustine,  the  Catholic,  did 
not,  however,  venture  to  draw  the  inexorable  consequences  of 
this  conception ;  if  he  was  ever  led  to  see  them  he  contented  him 
self  with  bringing  more  closely  together  the  notions  of  the  exter 
nal  communion,  communion  of  saints,  Christ's  body,  city  of  God, 
kingdom  of  heaven,  and  number  of  elect,  and  with  thus  making 

1  We  see  here  that  the  assumption  that  the  Church  was  a  corpus  permixtum  or  an 
externa  communio  sacramentorum  was  only  a  make-shift  conception  ;  see  the  splendid 
exposition  De  baptis.   V.    38,   which,   however,   passes  into    the    doctrine   of  pre 
destination. 

2  De  bapt.  V.  38  :    "  Numerus  ille  justorum,  qui   secundum  propositum  vocati 
sunt,  ipse  est  (ecclesia).  .  .  .     Sunt  etiam  quidam  ex  eo  numero  qui  adhuc  nequiter 
vivant  aut  etiam  in  hzeresibus   vel   in   gentilium   superstitionibus  jaceant,  et  tamen 
etiam  illic  novit  dominus  qui  sunt  ejus.     Namque  in  ilia  ineffabili    prtescientia  dei 
multi  qui  foris  videntur,  intus  sunt,  et  multi,  qui  intus  videntur,  foris  sunt."     We 
return  to  this  in  dealing  with  Augustine's  doctrine  of  predestination. 
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it  appear  as  if  they  were  identified.  He  stated  his  conviction 
that  the  number  of  the  elect  was  substantially  confined  to  the 
empirical  Catholic  Church,  and  that  we  must  therefore  use  dili 
gently  all  its  benefits.  But  on  the  other  hand,  the  faith  that 
actuated  his  own  life  was  too  personal  to  let  him  bind  grace,  the 
source  of  faith,  love,  and  hope,  indissolubly  to  mechanical  means 
and  external  institutions,  and  he  was  too  strongly  dominated 
by  the  thought  of  God's  majesty  and  self-sufficiency  to  bring 
himself  to  examine  God  narrowly  as  to  the  why  and  how  of  his 
actions.  He  never  did  maintain  that  predestination  was  real 
ised  by  means  of  the  Church  and  its  communication  of  grace.1 

Augustine's  different  conceptions  of  the  Church  are  only 
united  in  the  person  of  their  originator,  whose  rich  inner  life 
was  ruled  by  varied  tendencies.  The  attempts  to  harmonise 
them  which  occur  in  his  writings  are,  besides  being  few  in 
number,  quite  worthless.  But  the  scholastic  endeavour  to  com 
bine  or  pack  together  the  different  notions  by  new  and  flimsy 
distinctions  leads  to  theological  chatter.  Even  Augustine's 
opponents  apparently  felt  only  a  small  part  of  the  inconsis 
tencies.  Men  at  that  time  were  far  from  seeking  in  religious 
conceptions  that  kind  of  consistency  which  is  even  at  the  pre 
sent  day  felt  as  a  want  by  only  a  small  minority,  and  in  any 
case  is  no  necessary  condition  of  a  sincere  piety.  Perhaps  the 
most  important  consequence  of  Augustine's  doctrine  of  the 
Church  and  Sacraments  consists  in  the  fact  that  a  complex  of 
magical  ceremonies  and  ideas,  which  was  originally  designed  to 
counter-balance  a  'moralistic  mode  of  thought  based  on  the 
doctrine  of  free-will,  now  held  its  ground  alongside  of  a  reli 
gious  frame  of  mind.  The  Sacrament  had  a  deteriorating  effect 
on  the  latter;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  only  by  this  com 
bination  that  it  was  itself  rendered  capable  of  being  reformed. 
It  is  impossible  to  mistake,  even  in  the  case  of  Augustine  him 
self,  that  the  notion  of  the  Church  in  which  his  own  life  centred 
was  swayed  by  the  thought  of  the  certainty  of  grace  and  earnest 
ness  of  faith  and  love,  and  that,  similarly,  his  supreme  intention, 
in  his  doctrine  of  the  means  of  grace,  was  to  establish  the  com 
fort  derived  from  the  sure  grace  of  God  in  Christ,  which  was 

1  Here  Reuter  is  entirely  right  as  against  Dorner. 
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independent  of  human  agency.  Augustine  subordinated  the 
notions  of  the  Church  and  Sacraments  to  the  spiritual  doctrine 
of  God,  Christ,  the  gospel,  faith  and  love,  as  far  as  that  was  at 
all  possible  about  A.D.  400. 

3.     The  Pelagian  Controversy.      The  Doctrine  of  Grace 
and  Sin. 

Augustine's  doctrine  of  grace  and  sin  was  constructed  inde 
pendently  of  the   Pelagian   controversy.       It  was  substantially 
complete  when  he  entered  the  conflict ;  but  he  was  by  no  means 
clear  as  to  its  application  in  separate  questions  in  the   \  ear  of 
his  conversion.      At   the  time  of  his   fight  with  Manichaeism 
(see   the    Tres    libri   de    libero  arbitrio)  he  had  rather  empha 
sised,  following  the  tradition  of  the  Church  teachers,  the  inde 
pendence  of  human  freedom,  and  had  spoken  of  original  sin 
merely  as  inherited  evil.     It  was  his  clerical  office,  a  renewed 
study  of  Romans,  and  the  criticism  of  his  spiritual  development, 
as  instituted  in  the  Confessions,  that  first  led  him  to  the  Neo- 
platonic  Christian  conviction  that  all  good,  and  therefore  faith, 
came  from  God,  and  that  man  was  only  good  and  free  in  depen 
dence  on  God.     Thus  he  gained  a  point  of  view  which  he  con 
fessed  at  the  close  of  his  life  he  had  not  always  possessed,  and 
which  he  opposed  to  the  earlier,  erroneous    conceptions  :  that 
friends  and  enemies  frequently  reminded    him  of.       It  can  be 
said  that  his  doctrine  of  grace,  in  so  far  as  it  was  a  doctrine  of 
God,  was  complete  as  early  as  A.D.  387  ;  but  it  was  not,  in  its 
application  to  Bible  history,  or  to  the  problem  of  conversion 
and  sanctification  (in  the  Church),  before  the  beginning  of  the 
fifth  century.     It  can  also  be  shown  that  he  was  at  all  times 
slightly  influenced  by  the  popular  Catholic  view,  and  this  all  the 
more  as  he  was  not  capable  of  drawing  the  whole  consequences 
of  his   system,  which,  if  he   had  done   so,  would  have  led  to 
determinism. 

This  system  did  not  evoke  Pelagianism.  Pelagius  had  taken 
offence,  indeed,  before  the  outbreak  of  the  controversy,  at 
Augustine's  famous  sentence :  "  Grant  what  thou  commandest, 

1  De  praed.  7  ;  De  dono  persev.  55  ;  c.  Jul.  VI.  39  ;  also  the  Retract. 
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and  command  what  thou  dost  desire,"    and  he  had  opposed  it 
at   Rome ; l   but  by  that   date   his  doctrine  was   substantially 
settled.     The  two  great  types  of  thougJit,  involving  the  question 
whether  virtue  or  grace,  morality  or  religion,  the  original  and 
inalienable  constitution  of  man,  or  the  power  of  Jesus  Christ  was 
supreme,  did  not  evolve   themselves   in    the   controversy.     They 
gained  in  clearness  and  precision  during  its   course,2  but  both 
arose,  independently  of  each  other,  from  the  internal  conditions 
of  the  Church.     We  can  observe  here,  if  anywhere,  the  "  logic  " 
of  history.     There  has  never,  perhaps,  been  another  crisis  of 
equal  importance  in  Church   history   in  which  the  opponents 
have  expressed  the  principles  at  issue  so  clearly  and  abstractly. 
The  Arian   dispute   before  the   Nicene  Council   can   alone   be 
compared  with  it  ;  but  in  this  case  the  controversy  moved  in  a 
narrow  sphere  of  formulas  already  marked  off  by  tradition.     On 
the  other  hand,  in  spite  of  the  exegetical  and  pseudo-historical 
materials  that  encumbered  the  problems  in  this  instance  also, 
there  is  a  freshness  about  the  Pelagian   controversy  and  dis 
putants   that    is    wanting    in    the    Greek    contentions.3      The 
essentially  literary  character  of  the  dispute,  the  absence  of  great 
central  incidents,  did  not  prejudice  it  any  way  ;  the  main  issue 
was  all    the  freer   of  irrelevant    matter.      But    it   is    its   most 


1  De  clono  persev.  53  :  "  Cum  libros  Confessionum  ediderim  ante  quam  Pelagiana 
haeresis  exstitisset,  in  eis  certe  dixi  deo  nostro  et  srepe  dixi  :  Da  quod  jubes  et  jube 
quod  vis.     Quas  mea  verba  Pelagius  Romae,  cum  a  quodam  fratre  et  episcopo  meo 
fuissent    eo    praesente    commemorata,    ferre   non    potuit   et   contradicens   aliquanto 
commotius  paene  cum  eo  qui  ilia  commemoraverat  litigavit. 

2  De  cloctr.  Christ.  III.  46  :  "  Haeresis  Pelagiana  multum  nos,  ut  gratiam  dei  quae 
per  dominum  nostrum  Jesum  Christum  est,  adversus  earn  defenderemus,  exercuit." 

3  Pelagius  and  his  friends  were  always  convinced  that  the  disputed  questions,  while 
extremely  important,  were  not  dogmatic.     We  can  once  more,  therefore,  study  very 
clearly  what  at  that  time  was  held  to  be  dogma  ;  (see  De  gestis  Pelag.  16  :  Pelagius 
denied  at  the  Synod  at  Diospolis  that  statements  of  high  dogmatic  import  were  his  ; 
when   it  was   proposed   that  he   should  anathematise  those  who   taught   them,    he 
replied  :  "  Anathematizo  quasi  stultos,  non  quasi  haereticos,  si  quidem  non  est  dogma." 
Cselestius  says  of  Original  sin  (De  pecc.  orig.  3)  :  "  licet  quaestionis  res  sit  ista,  non 
heeresis."     He  also  declared  in  the  Libellus  hdei  (26)  submitted  at  Rome:   "si  quae 
vero  prseter  fidem  quaestiones  natse  sunt  .  .  .  non  ego  quasi  auctor  alicujus  dogmatis 
definita  haec  auctoritate  statui."  Hahn,  §  134.     This  was  also  the  view  at  first  of 
Pope  Zosimus  (Ep.  3,  7).      Julian  (Op.  imp.   III.    106)  saw  dogmas  in  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity  and  Resurrection,  "  multisque  aliis  similibus." 
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memorable  feature  that  the  Western  Church  so  speedily  and 
definitely  rejected  Pelagianism,  while  the  latter,  in  its  formulas, 
still  seemed  to  maintain  that  Church's  ancient  teaching.  In  the 
crucial  question,  whether  grace  is  to  be  reduced  to  nature,  or  the 
new  life  to  grace,  in  the  difficulty  how  the  polar  antitheses  of 
"  creaturely  freedom  and  grace  "  are  to  be  united,1  the  Church 
placed  itself  resolutely  on  the  side  of  religion.  In  doing  so  it 
was  as  far  from  seeking  to  recognise  all  the  consequences  that 
followed  from  this  position  as  it  had  been  a  hundred  years 
earlier  at  Nicaea  ;  indeed  it  did  not  even  examine  them.  But 
it  never  recalled — perhaps  it  was  no  longer  possible  to  recall — 
the  step  taken  as  soon  as  rationalistic  moralism  clearly  revealed 
its  character. 

Not  only  is  the  inner  logic  of  events  proved  by  the  simultane 
ous  and  independent  emergence  of  Augustinianism  and 
Pelagianism,  but  the  how  strikes  us  by  its  consistency.  On  the 
one  side  we  have  a  hot-blooded  man  who  had  wrestled,  while 
striving  for  truth,  to  attain  strength  and  salvation,  to  whom  the 
sublimest  thoughts  of  the  Neoplatonists,  the  Psalms,  and  Paul  had 
solved  the  problems  of  his  inner  life,  and  who  had  been  over 
powered  byhis  experience  of  theliving  God.  Ontheother,wehave 
a  monk  and  a  eunuch,2  both  without  traces  of  any  inner  struggles, 
both  enthusiasts  for  virtue,  and  possessed  by  the  idea  of  sum 
moning  a  morally  listless  Christendom  to  exert  its  will,  and  of 
leading  it  to  monachist  perfection  ;  equally  familiar  with  the 
Fathers,  desirous  of  establishing  relations  with  the  East,  and  well 
versed  in  Antiochene  exegesis;3  but,  above  all,  following  that 

1  Augustinianism  and  Pelagianism  were  akin  in  form,  and  opposed  to  the  previous 
mode  of  thought,  in  that  both  conceptions  were  based  on  the  desire  for  unity.     They 
sought  to  get  at  the  root  of  religion  and  morality,  and  had  ceased  to  be  satisfied  with 
recognising  freedom  and  grace  as  independent  and  equivalent  original  data,  as  if 
religion  with  its  blessings  were  at  the  same  time  superior  and  subordinate  to  moral 
goodness.     The  "either — or"  asserted  itself  strongly. 

2  Pelagius,  a  monk  leading  a  free  life — Caelestius,   "  naturae  vitio  eunuchus  matris 
utero   editus,"   both   laymen,   Ca.-lestius  auditorialis   scholasticus.     Pelagius   was   a 
Briton  (an  Irishman  ?  called  Morgan  ?),  but  in  view  of  the  intercourse  between  differ 
ent  countries  at  the  time,  the  birthplace  is  somewhat  indifferent.     Qelestius  was  won 
over  by  Pelagius  in  Rome,  and  th'.-n  gave  up  his  worldly  career; 

*  It  is  uncertain  whether  Pelagius   had  been  in  the  East  before  he  appeared  in 
Rome.     Cielestius  had  heard  Rufmus  in  Rome,  and  stated  that  the  latter  would  have 
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Stoic  and  Aristotelian  popular  philosophy — theory  of  knowledge, 
psychology,  ethics  and  dialectics — which  numbered  so  many 
adherents  among  cultured  Christians  of  the  West.  The  third 
member  of  the  league,  Julian  of  Eclanum,  the  early  widowed 
Bishop,  was  more  active  and  aggressive  than  the  reserved  and 
prudent  Pelagius,1  more  circumspect  than  Caelestius,  the  agitator, 
and  more  cultured  than  either.  Overbearing  in  manner,  he  had 
a  talent  for  dialectics,  and,  more  stubborn  than  earnest,  was  en 
dowed  with  an  insatiable  delight  in  disputing,  and  a  boyish  eager 
ness  to  define  conceptions  and  construct  syllogisms.  He  was  no 
monk,  but  a  child  of  the  world,  and  jovial  by  nature.  He  was, 
indeed,  the  first,  and  up  to  the  sixteenth  century,  the  unsur 
passed,  unabashed  representative  of  a  self-satisfied  Christianity. 
Pelagius  and  Oelestius  required  the  aid  of  Julian,  if  the  moral 
istic  mode  of  thought  was  not  to  be  represented  from  one  side 
alone — the  religious  view  needed  only  one  representative. 
Certainly  no  dramatist  could  have  better  invented  types  of 
these  two  contrasted  conceptions  of  life  than  those  furnished  by 
Augustine  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  two  earnest  monks, 

nothing  to  do  with  the  "  tradux  peccati"  (De  pecc.  orig.  3).  Marius  Mercator  has 
even  sought  to  deduce  Pelagianism  from  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia's  teaching,  and 
supposed  that  Rufinus  "the  Syrian"  (identical  (?)  with  Rutinus  of  Aquileia)  brought 
it  to  Rome.  Others  have  repeated  this.  While  the  direct  points  of  contact  at  the 
beginning  are  problematical,  it  is  certain  (l)  that  Pelagianism  and  Theodore's  teach 
ing  approximate  very  closely  (see  Gurjew,  Theodor  v.  Mopsu.  1890  [in  Russian]  p. 
44  ff. )  ;  (2)  that  Theodore  took  up  sides  in  the  controversy  against  the  teaching  of 
Augustine  and  Jerome  :  he  wrote  a  work  "against  those  who  maintain  that  men  sin 
by  nature,  and  not  at  their  own  discretion;"  (see  Photius  cod.  177);  (3)  that  the 
Pelagians  looked  to  him  as  a  protector  and  Julian  of  Eclanum  fled  to  him  ;  (4)  that 
the  Pelagians  and  Semi- Pelagians  were  convinced  that  they  could  count  on  the 
East  (and  even  on  the  Church  of  Constantinople)  for  support,  and  that  some  of  them 
studied  in  Constantinople.  Theodore's  distinctive  doctrine  of  Grace  is  not  found  in 
Pelagian  writings  ;  for  this  reason  he  could  not  ally  himself  thoroughly  with  Julian 
(see  Kihn,  Theodor  v.  Mopsu.  p.  42  ff.).  But  their  affinity  was  unquestionable.  It 
is  therefore  no  mere  inference  that  leads  Cassian  (c.  Nestor.  I.  3  sq.)  to  combine  the 
Nestorians  with  the  Pelagians  ("  cognata  haeresis").  The  interests  and  methods 
of  both  were  the  same.  The  comparison  with  Eunomius  and  Aetius  is  also 
pertinent. 

1  De  pecc.  orig.  13  :  "  Quid  inter  Pelagium  et  Ca-lestium  in  hac  qusestione  distabit, 
nisi  quod  ille  apertior,  iste  occultior  fuit  ;  ille  pertinacior,  iste  mendacior,  vel  certe 
ille  liberior,  hie  astutior."  "Caelestius  incredibili  loquacitate."  Many  adherents  of 
the  new  teaching  preferred  to  be  called  "  Caelestiani." 
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Pelagius  and  Caelestius,  and  the  daring,  worldly  bishop  Julian 
on  the  other.1 

We  have  thus  already  indicated  the  origin  of  Pelagianism. 
//  is  the  consistent  outcome  of  the  Cliristian  rationalism  that  had 
long  been  wide  spread  in  the  West,  especially  among  the  more 
cultured,  that  had  been  nourished  by  the  popular  philosophy 
influenced  by  Stoicism  and  Aristotelianism,2  and  had  by  means 
of  Julian  received  a  bias  to  (Stoic)  naturalism.3  (We  may  not 

i  The  earnestness  and  "holiness"  of  Pelagius  are  often  attested,  especially  by 
Augustine  himself  and  Paulinus  of  Nola.     His  untruthfulness,  indeed,  throws  a  dark 
shadow  on  his  character  ;  but  we  have  not  the  material  to  enable  us  to  decide  confi 
dently  how  far  he  was  entrapped  into  it,  or  how  far  he  reserved  his  opinion  in  the 
legitimate  endeavour  to  prevent  a  good  cause  being  stifled  by  theology.     Augustine, 
the  truthful,  is  here  also  disposed  to  treat  charitably  the  falsehoods  of  his  opponent. 
But  we  must,  above  all,  reflect  that  at  that  time  priests  and  theologians  lied  shame 
lessly  in  self-defence,  in  speeches,  protocols,  and  writings.     Public  opinion  was  much 
less  sensitive,  especially  when  accused  theologians  were  exculpating  themselves,  as  can 
be  seen  from  Jerome's  writings,  though  not  from  them  alone.     The  people  who  got 
so  angry  over  Pelagius'  lies  were  no  small  hypocrites.     Augustine  was  entitled  to  he 
wroth ;    but    his   work  De    gestis  Pelagii    shows   how  considerate   and   tolerant  he 
remained   in   spite  of  everything.     Pelagius   and  Cselestius  must  have  belonged  to 
those  lucky  people  who,  cold  by  nature  and  temperate  by  training,  never  notice  any 
appreciable  difference  between  what  they  ought  to  do  and  what  they  actually  do. 
Julian  was  an  emotional  character,  a  young  man  full  of  self-confidence  (c.  Julian  II. 
30  :  "  itane  tandem,  juvenis  confulentissime,  consolari  te  debes,  quia  taliLus  displices, 
an  lugere?"),  who,  in  his  youth,  had  had  dealings  with  the  Roman  Bishop  Innocent 
(c.  Julian  I.  13)  and  Augustine,  "  vir  acer  ingenio,  in  divinis  scripturis  doctus,  Grseca 
et  Latina  lingua  scholasticus  ;  prius  quam  impietatem  Pelagii  in  se  aperiret,  clarus  in 
doctoribus  ecclesiae  fuit  "  (Gennad.  script,  eccl.  46).     In  particular,  he  was  unusually 
learned  in  the  history  of  philosophy.     Early  author  and  bishop,  he  seems,  like  so 
many  precocious  geniuses,  never  to  have  got  beyond  the  stage  reached  by  the  clever 
youth.     Fancy  and  passionate  eneigy  checked  his  growth,  and  made  him  the  fanatical 
exponent  of  the  moralistic  theory.     In  any  case  he  is  not  to  be  taken  lightly.     The 
ancient  Church  produced  few  geniuses  so  bold  and  heedless.     His  criticism  is  often 
excellent,  and  always  acute.     But  even  if  we  admitted  that  his  whole  criticism  was 
correct,  we  would  find  ourselves  in  the  end  in  possession  of  nothing  but  chaff.     We 
also  miss  in  his  case  that  earnest  sense  of  duty  which  we  do  not  look  for  in  vain  in 
Pelagius.     For  this  very  reason,   the  delightful  impression  produced   by  a  serene 
spirit,  who  appeared  to  avenge  despised  reason  and  authoritative  morality,  is  always 
spoiled  by  the  disagreeable  effect  caused  by  the  creaking  sound  of  a  critical  chopping- 
machine.     An  excellent  monograph  on  Julian  by  Bruckner  will  appear  immediately 
in  the  "  Texten  und  Unters." 

2  Cicero's   words:    "virtutem   nemo   unquam   acceptam   deo   retulit,''   could   be 
inscribed  as  a  motto  over  Pelagianism. 

3  Pelagianism  and  Augusiinianism  are  also  akin  in  form,  in  that  in  both  the  old 
dramatic  eschalological  element,  which  had  hitherto  played  so  great  a  r6le  in  the 
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overlook  the  fact  that  it  originally  fell  back  upon  monachism, 
still  in  its  early  stages  in  the  West,  and  that  the  two  phenomena 
at  first  sought  a  mutual  support  in  each  other.)1  Nature,  free 
will,  virtue  and  law,  these — strictly  defined  and  made  inde 
pendent  of  the  notion  of  God — were  the  catch-words  of  Pela- 
gianism  :  self-acquired  virtue  is  the  supreme  good  which  is 
followed  by  reward.  Religion  and  morality  lie  in  the  sphere  of 
the  free  spirit ; 2  they  are  won  at  any  moment  by  man's  own 
effort.  The  extent  to  which  this  mode  of  thought  was  diffused 
is  revealed,  not  only  by  the  uncertain  utterances  of  theologians, 
who  in  many  of  their  expositions  show  that  they  know  better,3 
but  above  all  by  the  Institutes  of  Lactantius.4  In  what  follows 
we  have  first  to  describe  briefly  the  external  course  of  the  con 
troversy,  then  to  state  the  Pelagian  line  of  thought,  and  finally 
to  expound  Augustine's  doctrine.5 

I.  We  first  meet  with  Pelagius  in  Rome.  In  every  century 
there  have  appeared  preachers  in  Italy  who  have  had  the  power 
of  thrilling  for  the  moment  the  vivacious  and  emotional  Italians. 
Pelagius  was  one  of  the  first  (De  pecc.  orig.  24 :  "  He  lived  for 

West,  and  had  balanced  moralism,  wholly  disappears.  But  Julian  was  the  first  to 
secularise  the  type  of  thought. 

1  The  Antiochene  theologians  also  were  notoriously  zealous  defenders  of  monach 
ism. 

2  Here  we  have  a  third  point  (see  p.  170,  n.  i)  in  which  Pelauianism  and  Augustinian- 
ism  are  akin   in  form.     Neither  is  interested  in  the  mysticism  of  the  cultus ;  their 
authors  rather  strive  to  direct  spiritual  things  in  spiritual  channels,  though  Augustine, 
indeed,  did  not  entirely  succeed  in  doing  so. 

3 See  the  remarks  on  Ambrose,  p.  50.  Perhaps  the  three  rules  of  Tichonius  best 
show  the  confusion  that  prevailed  (Aug.  de  doctr.  christ.  III.  46  :  "opera  a  deo  dari 
merito  fidei,  ipsam  vero  fidem  sic  esse  a  nobis  ut  nobis  non  sit  a  deo."  Yet  Augustine 
sought  (c.  Julian.  L.  I.)  to  give  traditional  evidence  for  his  doctrine. 

4  One  passage  (IV.  24  sq. )  became  famous  in  the  controversy  :   "  oportet  magistrum 
doctoremque  virtutis  homini  simillimum  fieri,  ut  vincendo  peccatum  doceat  hominem 
vincere  posse  peccatum  .   .   .   ut  desideriis  carnis  edomitis  doceret,  non  necessitatis 
esse  peccare,  sed  propositi  ac  voluntatis." 

5  Our  sources  are  the  writings  of  Pelagius,  Coelestius,  and  Julian  (chiefly  in  Jerome 
and  Augustine)  Augustine's  works  (T.  X.  and  c.   20,  letters  among  which  Epp.  186, 
194  are   the   most  important),  Jerome,  Orosius,  Marius  Mercator,  and  the  relevant 
Papal  letters.     Mansi  T.  IV!,  Hefele,  Vol.  II.     For  other  literature  see  above,  p. 
61.     Marius  was  the  most  active  opponent  of  the  Pelagians  towards  the  close  of  the 
controversy,  and  obtained  their  condemnation  in  the  East  (see  Migne,  T.  48,  and  the 
Art.  in  the  Diet,  of  Chr.  Biog). 
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a  very  long  time  in  Rome  ").  Roused  to  anger  by  an  inert 
Christendom,  that  excused  itself  by  pleading  the  frailty  of  the 
flesh  and  the  impossibility  of  fulfilling  the  grievous  command 
ments  of  God,  he  preached  that  God  commanded  nothing  im 
possible,  that  man  possessed  the  power  of  doing  the  good  if 
only  he  willed,  and  that  the  weakness  of  the  flesh  was  merely  a 
pretext.  "  In  dealing  with  ethics  and  the  principles  of  a  holy 
life,  I  first  demonstrate  the  power  to  decide  and  act  inherent 
in  human  nature,  and  show  what  it  can  achieve,  lest  the  mind 
be  careless  and  sluggish  in  pursuit  of  virtue  in  proportion  to  its 
want  of  belief  in  its  power,  and  in  its  ignorance  of  its  attributes 
think  that  it  does  not  possess  them."  l  In  opposition  to  Jovinian, 
whose  teaching  can  only  have  encouraged  laxity,  he  proclaimed 
and  urged  on  Christians  the  demands  of  monachism  ;  for  with 
nothing  less  was  this  preacher  concerned.2  Of  unquestioned 
orthodoxy,3  prominent  also  as  exegete  and  theologian  in  the 
capital  of  Christendom,4  so  barren  in  literary  work,  he  was  so 
energetic  in  his  labour  that  news  of  his  success  penetrated  to 
North  Africa.5  He  took  to  do  with  the  practical  alone.  Ap 
parently  he  avoided  theological  polemics  ;  but  when  Augustine's 
Confessions  began  to  produce  their  narcotic  effects,  he  opposed 


1  Pelag.  Ep.  ad  Demetr.  :  "  ne  tanto  remissior  sit  ad  virtutem  animus  ac  tardior, 
quanto  minus  se  posse  credat  et  dum  quod  inesse  sibi  ignorat  id  se  existimet  non 
habere." 

2  He  was,  perhaps,  not  the  first ;  we  do  not  know  whom  Augustine  meant  in  De 
pecc.   orig.   25  ("  Pelagius  et  Cselestius  hujus  perversitatis  auctores  vel  perhibentur 
vel  etiam  probantur,   vel  certe  si  auctores  non  sunt,  sed  hoc  ab    aliis    didicerunt, 
assertores    tamen    atque    doctores :!),     and     De    gest    Pelag.    61     ("post    veteres 
hsereses    inventa  etiam  modo    haeresis    est    non    ab    episcopis    seu    presbyteris    vel 
quibuscumque  clericis,  sed  a  quibusdam  veluti  monachis  ").     Pelagius  and  Caslestius 
may  themselves  be  understood  in  the  second  passage. 

3  The  Confession  of  Faith,  afterwards  tendered  (Hahn,  §  133),  is  clear  and  confident 
in  its  dogmatic  parts.     The  unity  of  the  Godhead  is  not  so  strongly  pronounced  in 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  with  Augustine  ;  Pelagius  resembled  the  Greeks  more 
strongly  in  this  respect  also. 

4  At  Rome  Pelagius  wrote  the  Ep.  to  Paulinus  of  Nola,  the  three  books  De  fide 
trinitatis,   his  Eulogia  and   Commentaries  on  Paul's  Epistles,  to   which   Augustine 
afterwards  referred.     The  latter  have  been  preserved  for  us  among  Jerome's  works  ; 
but  their  genuineness  is  suspected.     Augustine  mentions,  besides,  an  Ep.  ad  Constan- 
tium  episc.  (De  grat.  39) ;  it  is  not  known  when  it  was  written. 

5  De  gestis  Pelag.  46  :"  Pelagii  nomen  cum  magna  ejus  laude  cognovi." 
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them.  Yet  positive  teaching,  the  emphasising  of  the  freedom 
of  the  will,  always  remained  to  him  the  chief  thing.  On  the 
other  hand,  his  disciple  and  friend  Ceelestius1  seems  to  have 
attacked  original  sin  (tradux  peccati)  from  the  first.  His  con 
verts  proclaimed  as  their  watchword  that  the  forgiveness  of  sin 
was  not  the  object  of  infant  baptism.2  When  Alaric  stormed 
Rome,  the  two  preachers  retreated  by  Sicily  to  North  Africa. 
They  intended  to  visit  Augustine  ;  but  Pelagius  and  he  did  not 
meet  either  in  Hippo  or  Carthage.3  Probably  the  former  left 
suddenly  when  he  saw  that  he  would  not  attain  his  ends  in 
Africa,  but  would  only  cause  theological  strife.  On  the  other 
hand,  Caelestius  remained,  and  became  candidate  for  the  post  of 
Presbyter  in  Carthage.  But  as  early  as  A.D.  412  (411)  he  was 
accused  by  Paulinus,  Deacon  in  Milan  (afterwards  Ambrose's 
biographer),  at  a  Synod  held  in  Carthage  before  Bishop 
Aurelius.4  The  points  of  the  complaint,  reduced  to  writing, 
were  as  follows  : — He  taught  "  that  Adam  was  made  mortal 
and  would  have  died  whether  he  had  or  had  not  sinned — that 
Adam's  sin  injured  himself  alone,  and  not  the  human  race — 
infants  at  birth  are  in  that  state  in  which  Adam  was  before  his 
falsehood — that  the  whole  human  race  neither  dies  on  account 
of  Adam's  death  or  falsehood,  nor  will  rise  again  in  virtue  of 
Christ's  resurrection — the  law  admits  men  to  the  kingdom  of 
heaven  as  well  as  the  gospel — even  before  the  advent  of  our 
Lord  there  were  impeccable  men,  i.e.,  men  without  sin — that 
man  can  be  without  sin  and  can  keep  the  divine  commands 
easily  if  he  will."  5  Caelestius  declared  at  the  conference  that 


i  By  him  are  three  works  de  monasterio.     "  Caelesti  opuscula,"  De  gratia,  32. 

-So  Augustine  heard  when  in  Carthage  ;  see  De  pecc,  mer.  III.  12. 

3  De  gestis  Pelag.  46. 

4Marius  Merc.  Common,  and  Aug.,  De  pecc.  orig.,  2  sq.  It  is  worthy  of  note 
that  the  complaint  came  from  a  disciple  of  Ambrose.  This  establishes  the  continuity 
of  the  Antipelagian  teaching. 

5  "Adam  mortalem  factum,  qui  sive  peccaret  sive  non  peccaret  moriturus  fuisset — 
peccatum  Adse  ipsum  solum  Isesit,  non  genus  humanum — parvuli  qui  nascuntur  in  eo 
statu  sunt,  in  quo  fuit  Adam  ante  prasvaricationem — neque  per  mortem  vel  praavari- 
cationem  Adse  omne  genus  hominum  moritur,  nee  per  resurrectionem  Christi  omne 
genus  hominum  resurget — lex  sic  mittit  ad  regnum  ccelorum  qu^modo  et  evangelium 
— et  ante  adventum  domini  fuerunt  homines  impeccabiles,  i.e.,  s-ine  peccato — hominem 
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infants  needed  baptism  and  had  to  be  baptised ;  that  since  he 
maintained  this  his  orthodoxy  was  proved  ;  that  original  sin 
(tradux  peccati)  was  at  any  rate  an  open  question,  "  because  I 
have  heard  many  members  of  the  Catholic  Church  deny  it, 
and  also  others  assent  to  it."  l  He  was,  nevertheless,  excom 
municated.  In  the  Libellus  Brevissimus,  which  he  wrote  in  his 
own  defence,  he  admitted  the  necessity  of  baptism  if  children 
were  to  be  saved ;  but  he  held  that  there  was  a  kingdom  of 
heaven  distinct  from  eternal  life.  He  would  not  hear  of  for 
giveness  of  sin  in  connection  with  infant  baptism.2  He  was 
indisputably  condemned  because  he  undid  the  fixed  connection 
between  baptism  and  forgiveness,  thus,  as  it  were,  setting  up 
two  baptisms,  and  offending  against  the  Symbol.  He  now 
went  to  Ephesus,3  there  became  Presbyter,  and  afterwards 
betook  himself  to  Constantinople. 

posse  esse  sine  peccato  et  mandata  del  facile  custodire,  si  velit."      On  the  trans 
mission  of  these  propositions,  see  Klasen,  Pelagianismus,  p.  48  f. 

1  "  Quia  intra  Catholicam  constitutes  plures  audivi   destruere   nee   non  et   alios 
adstruere." 

2  De  pecc.  mer.  I.  58,  62. 

3  He  is  said  to  have  stayed  before  this  in  Sicily,  but  that  is  merely  a  guess  on 
Augustine's  part,  an  inference  from  the  spread  of  Cselestian  heresies  there.     See 
Augustine's  interesting  letters,  Epp.  156,  157,  22,  23  sq.     From  these  we  learn  that 
Cselestius  actually  taught :  "  divitem  manentem  in  clivitiis  suis  regnum  dei  non  posse 
ingredi,  nisi  omnia  sua  vendiderit ;  nee  prodesse  eidem  posse,  si  forte  ex  ipsis  clivitiis 
mandata  feccrit."     In  the  "  definitiones  Qelestii  "  a  document  which  came  to  Augus 
tine  from  Sicily,  and  whose  origin  is  indeed  uncertain,  the  Stoic  method  of  forming 
definitions  is  noteworthy.     In  it  there  also  occurs  the  famous  definition  of  sin — "  that 
which  can  be  let  alone  " — (Goethe  gives  the  converse  description  :  "  What,  then,  do 
you  call  sin  ?     With  everyone  I  call  it  what  can  not  be  let  alone.")     The  whole  argu 
ment  serves  to  prove  that  since peccatum  vitari potest,  man  can  be  sinless  (De  perfect, 
just.  I  sq. ).     In  the  passage  just  cited,  and  again  at  Diospolis  (De  gestis  Pelag.  29 — 
63)  a  work  by  Caelestius  is  mentioned,  whose  title  is  unknown.     Not  a  few  sentences 
have  been  preserved  (I.e.) :  "  Plus  facimus  quam  in  lege  et  evangelis  jussum  est — 
gratiam  dei  et  adjutorium  non  ad  singulos  actus  dari,  sed  in  libero  arbitrio  esse,  vel  in 
lege  ac  doctrina — dei  gratiam  secundum  merita  nostra  dari,  quia  si  peccatoribus  illam 
dat,  videtur  esse  iniquus — si  gratia  dei  est,  quando  vincimus  peccata,  ergo  ipse  est  in 
culpa,  quando  a  peccato  vincimur,  quia  omnino  custodire  nos  aut  non  potuit  aut  no- 
luit — unumquemque  hominem  omnes  virtutes  posse  habere  et  gratias — filios  dei  non 
posse  vocari  nisi  omni  modo  absque  peccato  fuerint  effecti — oblivionemet  ignorantiam 
non  subjacere  peccato,  quoniam  non  secundum  voluntatem  eveniunt,  sed  secundum 
necessitatem — non  esse  liberum  arbitrium,  si  dei  indigeat  auxilio,  quoniam  in  propria 
voluntate  habet  unusquisque  aut  facerealiquid  aut  nonfacere — victoriam  nostram  non 
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Pelagius  had  gone  to  Palestine.  He  followed  different  tactics 
from  his  friend,  who  hoped  to  serve  the  cause  by  his  maxim  of 
"  shocking  deeply  "  (fortiter  scandalizare).  Pelagius  desired 
peace  ;  he  wrote  a  flattering  letter  to  Augustine,  who  sent  him 
a  friendly  but  reserved  answer.1  He  sought  to  attach  himself 
to  Jerome,  and  to  give  no  public  offence.  He  plainly  felt 
hampered  by  Caelestius  with  his  agitation  for  the  sinlessness  of 
children,  and  against  original  sin.  He  wished  to  work  for 
something  positive.  How  could  anyone  thrust  a  negative 
point  to  the  front,  and  check  the  movement  for  reform  by  pre 
cipitancy  and  theological  bitterness  ?  He  actually  found  good 
friends.2  But  his  friendly  relations  with  John,  Bishop  of 
Jerusalem,  could  not  please  Jerome.  Besides,  reports  of 
Pelagius'  questionable  doctrines  came  from  the  East,  where,  in 
Palestine,  there  always  were  numerous  natives  of  the  West. 
Jerome,  who  at  the  time  was  on  good  terms  with  Augustine, 
broke  with  Pelagius,3  and  wrote  against  him  the  Ep.  ad  Ctesi- 

ex  del  esse  adjutorio,  sed  ex  libero  arbitrio — si  anima  non  potest  esse  sine  peccato, 
ergo  et  deus  subjacet  peccato,  cujus pars,  hoc  est  anima,  peccato  obnoxia  est — pseni- 
tentibus  venia  non  datur  secundum  gratiam  et  misericordiam  dei,  sed  secundum 
merita  et  laborem  eorum,  qui  per  panitentiam  digni  fuerint  misericordia. "  We 
readily  see,  what  indeed  has  not  hitherto  been  clearly  perceived,  that  this  writing  of 
Ccelesttus  must  have  been  the  real  cause  of  offence.  It  could  not  but  open  the  eyes 
even  of  the  waverers.  We  return  to  it  in  the  text. 

1  De  gestis  Pelag.  51,  52.     The  interpretation  added  by  Augustine  to  a  few  con 
ventional  phrases  used  in  the  letter  seems  to  us  superfluous  and  laboured.     He,  be 
sides,  spared  Pelagius  in  Carthage  itself ;  for  in  his  first  great  work  against  Pelagian- 
ism,  De  pecc.  mer.  et  remiss,  et  de  bapt.  parvulorum  ad  Marcellinum  (412),  the  name 
of  Pelagius  is  not  yet  mentioned.     Before  this,  Augustine  had  sought  to  influence  the 
Church  only  by  sermons  and  discourses.     Even   the  Tractate  De  spiritu  et  litera, 
which  followed  immediately,  is  not  directed  against  Pelagius. 

2  I  am   disposed   to  regard  as  a  forgery  the  letter  of  condolence  to  the  widow 
Livania  (Fragments  in  Aug.  De  gestis  Pel.  16,  19,  Hieron.  and  Marius  ;  partly  re 
ported  in  the  indictment  at  Diospolis).     Yet  we  cannot  decide  with  certainty.     We 
must  allow  the  possibility  of  Pelagius  having  so  expressed  himself  in  a  flattering 
letter,  not  meant  to  be  published,  to  a  sanctimonious  widow.     Indeed,  words  like 
the  folio  wing  sound  like  mockery  :  "  Ille  ad  deum  digne  elevat  manus,  ille  orationem 
bona  conscientia  effundit  qui  potest  dicere,  tu  nosti,  domine,  quam  sanctae  et  inno- 
centes  et  mundae  sunt  ab  omni  molestia  et  iniquitate  et  rapina  quas  ad  te  extendo 
manus,  quemadmodum  justa  et  munda  labia  et  ab  omni  mendacio  libera,  quibus 
offero  tibi  deprecationem,  ut  mihi  miserearis."     Pharisee  and  Publican  in  one  ! 

3  The  latter  afterwards  complained  (c.  Jul.  II.  36),   "  quod  Hieronymus  ei  tam- 
quam  zemulo  inviderit."     That  is  very  credible. 
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phontem  (Ep.  133),  and  the  Dialogi  c.  Pelag.,  writings  which 
constitute  a  model  of  irrational  polemics.  He  put  in  the  fore 
ground  the  question,  "  whether  man  can  be  without  sin,"  and 
at  the  same  time  did  all  he  could  to  connect  Pelagius  with  the 
"  heretic "  Origen  and  other  false  teachers.  But  still  greater 
harm  was  done  to  Pelagius 1  by  the  appearance,  at  this  precise 
moment,  of  the  work  already  known  to  us,  in  which  Caelestius 
played  so  regardlessly  the  role  of  the  enfant  terrible  of  the 
party  (see  above).2 

Augustine's  disciple,  the  Spanish  priest  Orosius,  who  had 
come  to  Jerome  in  order  to  call  his  attention  to  the  dangers  of 
Pelagianism,  ultimately  succeeded  in  getting  John  of  Jerusalem 
to  cite  Pelagius,  and  to  receive  a  formal  report  on  his  case  in 
presence  of  his  presbyters  (A.D.  415).  But  the  inquiry  ended 
with  the  triumph  of  the  accused.  Orosius  referred  to  the 
authority  of  his  celebrated  teacher,  and  to  that  of  Jerome  and 
the  Synod  of  Carthage,  but  without  success,  and  when  Pelagius 
was  charged  with  teaching  that  man  could  be  sinless  and  needed 
no  divine  help,  the  latter  declared  that  he  taught  that  it  was  not 
possible  for  man  to  become  sinless  without  divine  grace.  With 
this  John  entirely  agreed.  Now  since  Orosius  for  his  part 
would  not  maintain  that  man's  nature  was  created  evil  by  God, 
the  Orientals  did  not  see  what  the  dispute  was  all  about.  The 
conference,  irregular  and  hampered  by  Orosius'  inability  to 
speak  Greek,  was  broken  off :  it  was  said  that  the  quarrel  might 
be  decided  in  the  West,  or  more  precisely  in  Rome.3  Pelagius 
had  repelled  the  first  attack.  But  his  opponents  did  not  rest. 

1  From  motives  of  prudence  he  did  not  answer  Jerome  publicly  ;  for  he  wished  to 
avoid  all  controversy.     Jerome  was,  for  the  rest,  much  more  akin  to  him  really  than 
Augustine.     The  former  maintained,  e.g.,  in  a  later  controversial  work,  that  it  was 
orthodox  to  teach  that  the  beginning  of  good  resolves  and  faith  is  due  to  ourselves. 

2  Pelngius  himself  wrote  to  the  nun  Demetrias  (A.D.  413  or  414)  a  letter  still  pre 
served,  and  forming  the  clearest  memorial  of  his  doctrine,  and  shortly  before  the 
Synod  of  Diospolis  he  composed  his  book  De  natura,  in  which  there  is  much  that  he 
abjured  at  the  Synod.     It  is  extremely  probable  that  this  book  also  was  not  meant 
for  the  public,  but  only  for  his  friends  (against  the  charges  of  Jerome).     Augustine, 
as  soon  as  he  got  it,  refuted  it  in  his  tractate  De  natura  et  gratia  (415).     Pelagius  had 
essayed  to  s^ive  a  dialectical  proof  of  his  anthropology  in  the  book.     Augustine's 
work,  De  pcrfectione  justitise,  composed  also  in  A.D.  415,  was  aimed  at  Caelestius. 

3  See  Orosii  Apolog. 
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They  succeeded,  in  December,  415,  in  getting  him  brought 
before  a  Palestinian  Synod,  presided  over  by  Eulogius  of  Caesa- 
rea,  at  Diospolis,  where,  however,  he  was  not  confronted  by  his 
accusers.1  He  was  at  once  able  to  appeal  to  the  favourable 
testimonies  of  many  Bishops,  who  had  warmly  recognised  his 
efforts  to  promote  morality.  He  did  not  disown  the  proposi 
tions  ascribed  to  him  regarding  nature  and  grace,  but  he  suc 
ceeded  in  explaining  them  so  satisfactorily,  that  his  judges 
found  him  to  be  of  blameless  orthodoxy.  The  extravagant 
sentences  taken  from  the  letter  to  Livania  he  in  part  set  right, 
and  in  part  disowned,  and  when  the  Synod  required  him  ex 
pressly  to  condemn  them,  he  declared :  "  I  anathematise  them 
as  foolish,  not  as  heretical,  seeing  it  is  no  case  of  dogma"2 
Hereupon  the  Synod  decided  :  "  Now  since  with  his  own  voice 
Pelagius  has  anathematised  the  groundless  nonsense,  answering 
rightly  that  a  man  can  be  without  sin  with  the  divine  help  and 
grace,  let  him  also  reply  to  the  other  counts."3  There  were 
now  laid  before  him  the  statements  of  Caelestius  as  to  Adam, 
Adam's  sin,  death,  new-born  children,  the  perdition  of  the  rich, 
sinlessness  of  God's  children,  the  unessential  character  of  divine 
assistance — in  short,  all  those  propositions  which  had  either 
been  already  condemned  at  Carthage,  or  were  afterwards  ad 
vanced  by  Cselestius  in  a  much  worse  form.  Pelagius  was  in 
an  awkward  position.  He  hated  all  theological  strife  ;  he  knew 
that  Christian  morality  could  only  lose  by  it ;  he  wished  to 
leave  the  region  of  dogma  alone.4  Caelestius  had  only  said, 

1  The  indictment  was  composed  by  two  Gallic  Bishops,  Heros  and  Lazarus,  who 
had  been  forced  to  fly  from  their  own  country.  It  was  very  comprehensive  ;  but  no 
strict  line  was  drawn  between  what  Pelagius  had  himself  said,  and  what  belonged  to 
Caelestius.  The  two  Bishops  were,  for  the  rest,  afterwards  treated  as  under  suspicion 
at  the  conferences  in  Rome. 

-  "  Anathematizo  quasi  stultos,  non  quasi  hjereticos,  si  quidem  non  est  dogma." 

3  "  Nunc  quoniam  propria  voce  anathematizavit  Pelagius  incertum  stultiloquium, 
iccte  respondens,  hominem  cum  adjutorio  dei  et  gratia  posse  esse  sine  peccato,  respon- 
deat  et  ad  alia  capitula." 

4  The  above   quoted   phrase,    "  non    est   dogma,"  is   extremely  characteristic.     It 
shows  how  painfully  anxious  Pelagius  was  not  to  extend  the  sphere  of  dogma.     In 
this  he  quite  shared  the  feeling  always  entertained  even  to  the  present  day  by  the 
Greeks.     A  Greek  priest  once  said  to  the  author  that  the  great  freedom  of  the  Greek 
Church,  compared  with  the  Western,  consisted  in  the  possibility  of  holding  very  dif- 
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indeed,  what  he  himself  had  described  as  correct  when  among 
his  intimate  friends ;  but  the  former  had  spoken  publicly  and 
regardlessly,  and — "  the  tone  makes  the  music."  Thus  Pelagius 
considered  himself  justified  in  disowning  almost  all  those  state 
ments  :  "  but  the  rest  even  according  to  their  own  testimony 
was  not  said  by  me,  and  for  it  I  am  not  called  upon  to  give 
satisfaction."  But  he  added:  "I  anathematise  those  who  hold 
or  have  held  these  views."  With  these  words  he  pronounced 
judgment  on  himself;  they  were  false.  The  Synod  rehabilitated 
him  completely :  "  Now  since  we  have  been  satisfied  by  our 
examination  in  our  presence  of  Pelagius  the  monk,  and  he  as 
sents  to  godly  doctrines,  while  condemning  those  things  con 
trary  to  the  faith  of  the  Church,  we  acknowledge  him  to  belong 
to  our  ecclesiastical  and  Catholic  Communion."1 

No  one  can  blame  the  Synod  :2  Pelagius  had,  in  fact,  given 
expression  to  its  own  ideas ;  Augustinianism  was  neither  known 
nor  understood ;  and  the  "  heresy  of  Caelestius " 3  was  con 
demned.4 

But  Pelagius  now  found  it  necessary  to  defend  himself  to  his 

ferent  views  of  sin,  grace,  justification,  etc.,  if  only  the  dogmas  were  adhered  to. 
Pelagius  accordingly  opposed  the  introduction  of  a  great  new  tract  being  included  in 
the  dogmatic  sphere.  He  saw  merely  the  inevitable  evils  of  such  an  advance.  We 
must  judge  his  whole  attitude  up  to  his  death  from  this  point  of  view.  Seeberg 
(Dogmengesch.  I.,  p.  282  f,)  holds  that  the  phrase,  "  non  est  dogma,"  was  merely 
meant  to  provide  a  means  of  defence  ;  but  if  we  consider  Pelagius'  whole  attitude,  we 
have  no  ground  for  taking  any  such  view. 

'  De  gestis  Pelag.  44  :  "  Reliqua  vero  et  secundum  ipsorum  testimonium  a  me  dicta 
non  sunt,  pro  quibus  ego  satisfacere  non  debeo."  "  Anathematizo  illos  qui  sic  tenent 
aut  aliquando  tenuerunt."  "  Nunc  quoniam  satisfactum  est  nobis  prosecutionibus 
prsesentis  Pelagii  monachi,  qui  quidem  piis  doctrinis  consentit,  contraria  vero  ecclesiae 
fidei  anathematizat,  communionis  ecclesiastics  eum  esse  et  catholioe  confitemur." 

2  "  Synodus  miserabilis,"  Jerome,  Ep.  143,  2. 

s  Jerome,  Ep.  143,  I. 

*  In  his  work,  De  gestis  Pelagii,  Augustine,  following  a  wiitten  account,  criticises 
the  proceedings  of  the  Synod,  and  shows  that  Pelagius  uttered  the  falsehood.  The 
latter,  always  anxious  to  keep  peace,  addressed  a  report  of  his  own  after  the  Synod  to 
Augustine  (I.e.  57  sq.),  in  order  to  influence  him  in  his  favour.  But  Augustine 
rightly  gave  the  preference  to  the  other  account,  since  Pelagius  had  omitted  from  his 
the  "  anathematize."  Again  in  the  work  De  pecc.  orig.,  Augustine  shows,  from 
the  writings  of  Pelagius  with  which  he  was  acquainted,  that  the  latter  had  got  off  by 
evasions  at  Diospolis,  and  that  he  really  held  the  same  opinions  as  Caelestius. — We 
can  only  excuse  the  man  by  repeating  that  he  wished  to  do  practical  work,  and  felt 
himself  put  out  by  dogmatic  questions  as  to  original  sin,  etc. 
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own  adherents.  While  on  the  one  hand  he  was  zealous  in  pro 
moting  in  the  West  the  effect  of  the  impression  produced  by 
the  decision  in  his  favour,  he  wrote  to  a  friendly  priest,1  that  his 
statement,  "  that  a  man  can  be  without  sin  and  keep  the  com 
mands  of  God  easily 2  if  he  will,"  had  been  recognised  as  ortho 
dox.  His  work,  De  natura,  made  its  appearance  at  the  same 
time,  and  he  further  published  four  books,  De  libero  arbitrio,3 
which,  while  written  with  all  caution,  disclosed  his  standpoint 
more  clearly  than  his  earlier  ones.4 

But  North  Africa5  did  not  acquiesce  in  what  had  taken  place. 
The  prestige  of  the  West  and  orthodoxy  were  endangered. 
Synods  were  held  in  A.D.  416  at  Carthage  and  Mileve,  Augustine 
being  also  present  at  the  latter.  Both  turned  to  Innocent  of 
Rome,  to  whom  Caelestius  had  appealed  long  before.  Soon 
after  the  epistles  of  the  two  Synods  (Aug.  epp.  175,  176,)  the 
Pope  received  a  third  from  five  African  Bishops,  of  whom 
Augustine  was  one  (Ep.  I77).6  It  was  evidently  feared  that 
Pelagius  might  have  influential  friends  in  Rome.7  The  letters 
referred  to  the  condemnation,  five  years  before,  of  Caelestius ; 
they  pointed  out  that  the  Biblical  doctrine  of  grace  and  the 
doctrine  of  baptism  were  in  danger,  and  demanded  that,  no 

1  De  gestis,  54  sq. 

2  There  was  no  word  of  "  easily  "  at  Diospolis. 

3  Augustine's  tractates,  De  gratia  Christi  et  De  peccato  originali,  are  directed  against 
this  book. 

4  De  pecc.  orig.  20:  "  Denique  quomodo  respondeat  advertite  et  videte  latebras 
ambiguitatis  falsitati  pnsparare  refugia,  offundendo  caliginem  veritati,  ita  ut  etiam  nos 
cum  primum  ea  legimus,  recta  vel  correcta  propemodum  gauderemus.     Sed  latiores 
disputationes  ejus  in  libris,  ubi  se  quantumlibet  operiat,  plerumque  aperire  compel- 
litur,  fecerunt  nobis  et  ipsa  suspecta,  ut  adtentius  intuentes  inveniremus  ambigua." 

5  Orosius  had  carried  there  information  of  the  events. 

6  The  letter  was  accompanied  by  Pelagius'  work  De  natura  and  Augustine's  reply. 

7  Ep.  177,  2. — To  about  this  date  belong,  according  to  Caspari's  investigations,  the 
Pelagian  letters  and  tractates  published  by  him  A.D.  1890  (Briefe,  Abhandlungen  und 
Predigten,  etc.  pp.  3-167,  223-389,  Christiania),  and  ascribed  on  good  grounds  to  Agri- 
cola,  of  Britain.     The  fragments  were  written,  however,  in  Italy.     They  add  nothing 
new  to  our  knowledge  of  Pelagianism.     But  they  confirm  the  fact  that  the  earliest 
Pelagianism — before  Julian — was   associated  with    the    most    stringent  monastic  de 
mands,  and  was  extremely  rigorous.     In  particular,  Agricola  flatly  forbids  the  pos 
session  of  wealth.     He  also  regards  ignorance  of  the  divine  will  as  no  excuse  for  the 
sinner,  but  as  an  aggravation. 
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matter  how  Pelagius  might  express  himself,  those  should  be 
excommunicated  who  taught  that  man  could  overcome  sin  and 
keep  God's  commands  by  virtue  of  his  own  nature,  or  that 
baptism  did  not  deliver  children  from  a  state  of  sin.  It  was 
necessary  to  defeat  the  enemies  of  God's  grace.  It  was  not  a 
question  of  expelling  Pelagius  and  Caelestius,  but  of  opposing  a 
dangerous  heresy.1 

The  Pope  had,  perhaps,  never  yet  received  petitions  from 
North  African  Synods  which  laid  such  stress  on  the  importance 
of  the  Roman  Chair.  Innocent  sought  to  forge  the  iron  while 
it  was  hot.  In  his  four  replies  (Aug.  Epp.  181-184  =  Innoc. 
Epp.  30-33)  he  first  congratulated  the  Africans  on  having  acted 
on  the  ancient  rule,  "  that  no  matter  might  be  finally  decided, 
even  in  the  most  remote  provinces,  until  the  Roman  Chair  had 
been  informed  of  it,  in  order  that  every  just  decision  might  be 
confirmed  by  its  authority ; "  for  truth  issued  from  Rome,  and 
thence  was  communicated  in  tiny  streams  to  the  other  Churches. 
The  Pope  then  praised  their  zeal  against  heretics,  declared  it 
impious  to  deny  the  necessity  of  divine  grace,  or  to  promise 
eternal  life  to  children  without  baptism  ;  he  who  thought  other 
wise  was  to  be  expelled  from  the  Church,  unless  he  performed 
due  penance.  "Therefore  (Ep.  31,  6)  we  declare  in  virtue  of 
our  Apostolic  authority  that  Pelagius  and  Caelestius  are 
excluded  from  the  communion  of  the  Church  until  they  deliver 
themselves  from  the  snares  of  the  devil ; "  if  they  did  so,  they 
were  not  to  be  refused  readmission.  Any  adherents  of  Pelagius 
who  might  be  in  Rome  would  not  venture  to  take  his  part  after 
this  condemnation ;  besides,  the  acquittal  of  the  man  in  the 
East  was  not  certain ;  nothing  indubitably  authentic  had  been 
laid  before  him,  the  Pope,  and  it  appeared  even  from  the  pro 
ceedings,  if  they  were  genuine,  that  Pelagius  had  got  off  by 
evasions ;  if  he  felt  himself  to  be  innocent,  he  would  have 

1  Epp.  177,  3  :  "  Non  agitur  de  uno  Pelagic,  qui  jam  forte  correctus  est."  The 
consideration  for  him  is  very  remarkable  ;  it  is  explained  by  his  prestige  and  his  justi 
fication  at  Diospolis.  The  letter  of  the  five  Bishops  composed  by  Augustine  and 
sent  afterwards  was  obviously  meant  thoroughly  to  instruct  the  Pope,  who  was  held 
to  be  insufficiently  informed  as  to  the  importance  of  the  question.  Yet  we  have  at 
the  close,  (c.  19)  :  "  Non  rivulum  nostrum  tuo  largo  fonti  augendo  refundimus." 
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hastened  to  Rome  that  he  might  be  acquitted  by  us ;  he  would 
not  summon  him,  however;  those  among  whom  he  resided 
might  try  him  once  more ;  if  he  recanted,  they  could  not 
condemn  him ;  there  lurked  much  that  was  blasphemous,  but 
still  more  that  was  superfluous,  in  the  book,  De  Natura ; 
"  what  orthodox  believer  might  not  argue  most  copiously  about 
the  potentiality  of  nature,  free-will,  the  whole  grace  of  God  and 
daily  grace  ?  "l  He  who  can  read  between  the  lines  will  readily 
observe  that  the  Pope  left  more  than  one  back-door  open,  and 
had  no  real  interest  in  the  controversy.2 

Pelagius  now  sent  his  remarkably  well-composed  confession 
of  faith  3  to  Rome,  along  with  an  elaborate  vindication  of  him 
self.4  The  accusation  that  he  refused  baptism  to  children,  or 
promised  them  admission  to  heaven  without  it,  and  that  he 
taught  that  men  could  easily  fulfil  the  divine  commands,  he 
declared  to  be  a  calumny  invented  by  his  enemies.  As 
already  at  Diospolis,  so  now  he  guarded  himself  against  the 
worst  charges,  though  they  were  not  indeed  unwarranted,  partly 
by  mental  reservations,  and  partly  by  modifications ;  but  we 
cannot  say  that  he  was  unfaithful  to  his  main  conception.  He 
declared  that  all  men  had  received  the  power  to  will  aright 
from  God,  but  that  the  divine  aid  (adjutorium)  only  operated 
in  the  case  of  Christians.  It  was  blasphemous  to  maintain  that 
God  had  given  impossible  commands  to  men.  He  took  his 
stand  between  Augustine  and  Jovinian.  This  letter  did  not 
reach  Innocent,  he  having  died.  It  was  thus  received  by  his 
successor  Zosimus.  Caelestius,  who  had  come  to  Rome  and 
submitted  a  Libellus  fidei  that  left  nothing  to  be  desired  in 

1  Ep.  183,  2-5  :  "Nam  de  naturae  possibilitate,  de  libero  arbitrio,  et  de  omni  dei 
gratia  et  quotidiana  gratia  cui  non  sit  recte  sentienti  uberrimum  disputare  ?  " 

2  This  is  not  the  view  that  has  hitherto  been  taken  of  the  letters ;  Zosimus  has 
rather  been  simply  contrasted  with  Innocent.     Seeberg  (p.   283)  sees  in  the  letter  a 
monument  of  the  Pope's  helplessness  in  dogma  :  he  was  so  ignorant  as  to  admit  that 
the  Africans  were  right,  and  yet  to  make  them  talk  like  Pelagians.     That  seems  to 
me  an  exaggeration. 

3  Hahn.    133.     In  it  we  have   the  words  "liberum  sic  confitemur  arbitrium,  ut 
dicamus  nos  indigere  dei  semper  auxilio  "  (but  in  what  does  the  auxilium  consist  ?), 
and  "baptismum  unum  tenemus  quod  iisdem  sacramenti  verbis  in  infantibus,  quibus 
etiam  in  majoribus,  asserimus  esse  celebrandum. " 

4  Fragments  in  Aug.,  De  Gratia  Christi  et  de  pecc.  orig. 
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point  of  submission  to  the  Pope,  vindicated  himself  to  the 
latter.  Caelestius,  on  the  whole,  seems  now,  when  matters  had 
become  critical,  to  have  sounded  the  retreat ; l  he  at  least  modi 
fied  his  statements,  and  took  care  not  to  come  into  conflict  with 
the  theory,  deducible  from  the  Church's  practice,  that  infant 
baptism  did  away  with  sin.2  After  these  similar  declarations  of 
the  two  friends,  Zosimus  did  not  see  that  the  dogma  or  Church 
practice  of  baptism  was  endangered  in  any  respect.  At  a 
Roman  Synod  (417),  Caelestius,  who  was  ready  to  condemn 
everything  banned  by  the  Pope,  was  rehabilitated;3  and 
Pelagius,  for  whom  Orientals  interceded,  was  likewise  declared 
to  have  cleared  himself.  The  complainants  were  described  as 
worthless  beings,  and  the  Africans  were  blamed  for  deciding  too 
hastily  ;  they  were  called  upon  to  prove  their  charges  within 
two  months.  This  result  was  communicated  in  two  letters4  to 
the  African  Bishops.5  They  were  told  that  Pelagius  had  never 
been  separated  from  the  Church,  and  that  if  there  had  been 
great  joy  over  the  return  of  the  lost  son,  how  much  greater 
should  be  the  joy  of  believing  that  those  about  whom  false 
reports  had  been  circulated  were  neither  dead  nor  lost  (Ep. 
4,8)! 

The  Carthaginians  were  indignant,  but  not  discouraged.     A 

1  Fragments  of  the  Libellus  in  Aug. ,  De  pecc.  orig.  5  sq. 

2  L.c. :  "  Infantes  debere  baptizari  in  remissionem  peccatorum  secundum  regulam 
universalis  ecclesiae    et   secundum   evangelii   sententiam   confitemur,    quia   dominus 
statuit,  regnum  ccelorum  non  nisi  baptizatis  posse  conferri ;  quod,  quia  vires  natum 
non  kabent,  conferri  necesse  est  per  gratioe  libertatem.     In  remissionem  peccatorum 
baptizandos  infantes  non  idcirco  diximus,  ut  peccatum  ex  traduce  firmaie  videamur 
(he  thus  clung  to  this  point),  quod  longe  a  catholico  sensu  alienum  est,  quia  peccatum 
non  cum  homine  nascitur,  quod  postmodum  exercetur  ab  homine,  quia  non  naturae 
delictum,    sed  voluntatis  esse  demonstratur.      Et  illud  ergo  confiteri  congruum,    ne 
diversa  baptismatis  genera  facere  videamur,  et  hoc  praemunire  necessarium  est,  ne  per 
mysterii  occasionem  ad  creatoris  injuriam  malum,  antequam  fiat  ab  homine,  tradi 
dicatur  homini  per  naturam." 

3  He  wisely  refused  to  discuss  the  separate  points  of  complaint. 

4  Zosim.,  Epp.  1,  4. 

3  The  Bishops  are  arrogantly  rebuked.  For  the  rest,  the  whole  question  in 
dispute  is  regarded  as  due  to  an  epidemic  of  curiosity,  as  superfluous  and  pernicious  : 
one  ought  to  abide  by  Scripture.  No  wonder  that  Rome  hesitated  to  declare  a  question 
important  in  which  the  disputants  were  agreed  as  regards  Holy  Scripture,  dogma,  and 
Church  practice.  The  Church  only  took  hesitatingly  the  momentous  step  involved  in 
acknowledging  anything  outside  of  these  to  be  of  equal  importance  to  "  dogmas." 
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Synod  (417)  determined  to  adhere  to  the  condemnation  until  it 
was  ascertained  that  both  heretics  saw  in  grace  not  merely  an 
enlightenment  of  the  intellect,  but  the  only  power  for  good 
(righteousness),  without  which  we  can  have  absolutely  no  true 
religion  in  thought,  speech,  and  action.1  This  resolution  was 
conveyed  to  Zosimus.  Paulinus  of  Milan  declared  at  the  same 
time  in  a  letter  to  the  Pope  that  he  would  not  come  to  Rome 
to  prosecute  Caelestius,  for  the  case  had  been  already  decided.2 
This  energetic  opposition  made  the  Pope  cautious.  In  his 
reply,3  he  glorified  Peter  and  his  office  in  eloquent  language, 
but  changed  his  whole  procedure,  declaring  now  that  the 
Africans  were  under  a  mistake  if  they  believed  that  he  had 
trusted  Caelestius4  in  everything,  and  had  already  come  to  a 
decision.  The  case  had  not  yet  been  prejudiced,  and  was  in 
the  same  position  as  before  (March,  418).  Immediately  after 
the  arrival  of  this  letter  in  Africa,  a  great  Council  was  held 
there — more  than  200  Bishops  being  present — and  Pelagianism 
was  condemned,  without  consulting  the  Pope,  in  8  (9)  unequivo 
cal  Canons;5  indeed,  such  was  the  indignation  felt  against 
Zosimus — and  on  different  grounds — that  the  Council,  in  its 
17  Canon,  threatened  with  excommunication  any  appeal  to 
Rome.6  But  it  had  first  assured  itself  of  the  Emperor's  support, 
who  had  published  on  the  3oth  April,  418,  an  edict  to  the 
Prefect  of  the  Praetorium,  banishing  the  new  heretics  with  their 
followers  from  Rome,  permitting  their  prosecution,  and  threat 
ening  the  guilty  with  stringent  penalties.7 

1  Prosper,  c.  collat.  5. 

2  Zosim.,  Ep.  10.  ' 

3  Zosim.,  Ep.  15. 

4  It  was  with  Caelestius  that  he  was  chiefly  concerned. 

5  Let  him  be  condemned :  who  derives  death  fiom  natural  necessity ;  who  denies 
the  presence  of  original  sin  in  children  and  rebels  against  Paul  (Rom.  V.  12) ;  who 
assigns  any  form  of  salvation  to  unbaptised  children ;  who  refers  God's  justifying 
grace  in  Christ  merely  to  past  sins ;  who  applies  grace  to  knowledge  alone,  while 
not  perceiving  in  it  the  power  necessary  to  us ;  who  sees  in  grace  merely  a  means  of 
rendering  the  good  easier,  but  not  its  indispensable  condition  ;  or  who  derives  the 
confessions  of  sin  by  the  pious  from  humility  alone,  and  interprets  their  prayer  for 
pardon  of  guilt  as  applying  solely  to  the  guilt  of  others. 

6  The  proceedings  in  Mansi  III.,  p.  810  sq. 

7  The  edict  in  Aug.  Opp.   X.  app.,  p.  105.     It  is  certainly  doubtful  whether  the 
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Zosimus,  whose  action  had  been  hitherto  influenced  by  the 
strength  of  Pelagius'  party  in  Rome,  now  laid  down  his  arms. 
In  his  Ep.  tractatoria  to  all  the  Churches,1  he  informed  them  of 
the  excommunication  of  Cselestius  and  Pelagius,  was  now 
convinced  that  the  doctrines  of  the  absolute  importance  of  justi 
fying  grace,  and  of  original  sin,  belonged  to  the  faith  (de  fide), 
and  required  all  Bishops  to  signify  their  assent  by  their  signa 
tures.  But  eighteen  Bishops  refused ; 2  they  appealed  to  a 
General  Council,  and  recalled  with  reason  the  fact  that  the  Pope 
had  himself  formerly  considered  a  thorough  conference  to  be 
necessary.  In  their  name  Julian  of  Eclanum  wrote  two  bold 
letters  to  the  Pope,3  while  also  rejecting  the  propositions  once 
set  up  by  Caelestius.4  From  now  onwards  the  stage  was  occu 
pied  by  this  "  most  confident  young  man,"  for  whom  Augustine, 
a  friend  of  his  family,  possessed  so  much  natural  sympathy,  and 
whom,  in  spite  of  his  rudeness,  he  always  treated,  as  long  as  the 
case  lasted,  affectionately  and  gently.5  At  the  instigation  of 
the  new  Pope,  Boniface,  Augustine  refuted  one  of  the  letters 
sent  to  Rome  and  circulated  in  Italy,  as  well  as  another  by 
Julian  (addressed  to  Rufus  of  Thessalonica)  in  his  work  c.  duas 
epp.  Pelagianorum  (420).  Julian,  who  had  resigned  or  been 
deposed  from  his  bishopric,  now  took  up  his  sharp  and 

Africans  effected  this ;  perhaps  it  was  instigated  from  Milan  or  by  Italian  Anti- 
Pelagians.  The  attempt  has  been  made  to  prove  that  Zosimus'  change  of  front  was 
independent  of  the  edict. 

1  Aug.  Opp.  X.  app.,  p.  108. 

2  C.  duas  epp.  Pel.  I.  3. 

3  See  Op.  imperf.  I.  18.     Fragments  in  Marius. 

4  The  confession  of  faith  contained  in  one  of  the  letters  (Hahn,  §  135)  shows  also 
that  Julian  wished  to  stand  by  Pelagius. 

5  We  must  remember  in  excuse  of  Julian's  violent  and  unmeasured  polemics  that 
he  was  defending  an  already  hopeless  case.     He  himself  knew  this — Op.  imp.  I.  i,  2  : 
"  magnis  impedimentis  angoribus,    quos    intuenti  mihi   hac   tempestate  ecclesiarum 
statum  partim  indignatio  ingerit  partim  miseratio" — "labentis  mundi  odia  promere- 
mur" — "  rebus  in  pejorem  partem  properantibus,  quod  mundi  fini  suo  incumbentis 
indicium  est"  (I.e.  I.    12).     His  violence  is  in  any  case  not  explained  from  secret 
uncertainty,  for  there  certainly  have  been  few  theologians  so  thoroughly  convinced  as 
he  of  being  on  the  right  path.     Religious  pioneers,  besides,  have  as  a  rule  surpassed 
their  opponents  in  strength  of  conviction.     They  also  possess  it  more  readily  ;  for  the 
certainty  of  religion  and  morality,  as  they  understand  it,  is   involved  for  them  in 
personal  assurance. 
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restless  pen.  No  one  else  pressed  Augustine  so  hard  as  he  ;  he 
compelled  him  to  work  out  the  consequences  of  his  line  of 
thought ;  he  displayed  inexorably  the  contradictions  in  his 
works,  and  showed  how  untenable  was  the  great  man's  doctrine 
when  it  was  fully  developed;  he  pointed  out  the  traces  of  a 
Manichaean  type  of  thinking  in  Augustine,  traces  of  which  the 
latter  tried  in  vain  to  get  rid.  He  could  indeed  explain  that  he 
did  not  mean  them,  but  could  not  show  that  they  were  not 
there.  Julian's  charge  that  Augustine's  teaching  desecrated 
marriage  had  made  an  impression  on  the  powerful  Comes 
Valerius  in  Rome.  Augustine  sought  to  weaken  the  force  of 
the  charge  in  his  writing,  De  nuptiis  et  concupiscentia,  Lib.  I. ; 
but  Julian  now  wrote  a  work  in  four  volumes  against  the 
treatise.  Augustine  based  a  reply  on  extracts  from  the  latter 
(De  nupt.  et  concup.,  1.  II.),  and  when  he  received  the  work  itself, 
he  substituted,  for  this  preliminary  answer,  a  new  work  :  Libri  sex 
c.  Julianum  hasresis  Pelagianae  defensorem.  Julian  replied  to  the 
"  Preliminary  pamphlet "  with  a  work  in  eight  volumes  (written 
already  in  Cilicia).  Augustine  was  engaged  with  the  answer 
to  this  work,  Opus  imperf.  c.  Julianum  (1.  sex),  up  to  his  death. 
Since  he  follows  Julian  almost  sentence  by  sentence,  we  possess 
the  most  accurate  information  as  to  the  latter's  positions.1  In 
his  latest  years,  Augustine  composed  other  four  writings  which 
are  not  aimed  directly  at  the  Pelagians,  but  discuss  objections 
raised  against  his  own  doctrine  by  Catholics  or  Semi-Pelagians  2 
(De  gratia  et  libero  arbitrio  ;  De  correptione  et  gratia  :  to  the 
monks  of  Hadrumetum  ;  De  praedestinatione  sanctorum  and  De 
dono  perseverantiae :  to  Prosper  and  Hilary  as  against  the 
Gallic  monks).  In  these  works  the  doctrine  of  predestinating 
grace  is  worked  out  in  its  strictest  form. 

The  Pelagians  nowhere  came  to  form  a  sect  or  schismatical 
party.3  They  were  suppressed  in  the  years  after  A.D.  418,  with 
out  it  being  necessary  to  apply  any  special  force.  The  Emperor 

1  When  we  realise  the  exceptional  qualities  of  two  such  outstanding  opponents,  we 
wish  that  nature  had  rolled  them  into  one.     What  a  man  that  would  have  been  ! 

2  This  name  appears  first  in  the  Middle  Ages.     In  ancient  times  men  spoke  of 
the  "  reliquiae  Pelagianorum." 

s  They  still  hoped  for  their  rehabilitation  up  to  A.D.  430,  and  urged  it  in  Rome  on 
every  new  Pope. 
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once  more  published  a  sharp  edict.  Caslestius,  who  had  hitherto 
escaped  punishment,  was  still  chiefly  dealt  with.  He  was  for 
bidden  to  reside  in  Italy,  and  sentence  of  exile  was  pronounced 
on  anyone  who  should  harbour  him.  Pelagius  is  said  to  have 
been  condemned  by  a  Synod  in  Antioch.  But  this  information, 
given  by  Marius,  is  uncertain.  He  disappears  from  history.1 
Julian  and  other  Pelagians  took  refuge  with  Theodore  in  Cilicia. 
There  they  were  at  first  left  in  peace  ;  for  either  the  controversy 
was  not  understood,  or  the  attitude  to  Augustinianism  was 
hostile.  The  indefatigable  Caelestius  was  able  in  A.D.  424  to 
demand  once  more  an  inquiry  in  Rome  from  Bishop  Caelestine, 
but  then  betook  himself,  without  having  obtained  his  object,  to 
Constantinople,  where,  since  Julian  and  other  friends  were  also 
assembled,  the  party  now  pitched  their  headquarters.2  The 
Patriarch  Nestorius  joined  hands  with  them,  a  proceeding  fatal 
to  both  sides  ;  for  Nestorius  thereby  incurred  the  displeasure  of 
the  Pope,  and  the  Pelagians  fell  into  the  ranks  of  the  enemies 
of  the  dominant  party  in  the  East  (Cyril's).  Marius  Mercator 
agitated  successfully  against  them  at  the  Court,  and  in  the 
comedy  at  Ephesus  Cyril  obliged  the  Roman  legates  by  getting 
the  Council  to  condemn  the  doctrine  of  Caelestius,  Rome  having 
concurred  in  his  condemnation  of  Nestorius.3  Thus  Pelagianism 
had  brought  upon  itself  a  kind  of  universal  anathema,  while  in 
the  East  there  were  perhaps  not  even  a  dozen  Christians  who 
really  disapproved  of  it,4  and  the  West,  in  turn,  was  by  no 
means  clear  as  to  the  consequences  to  which  it  would  necessarily 
be  led  by  the  condemnation  of  the  Pelagians. 

II.  As    regards    the    history   of   dogma,   the    "system"    of 
Pelagianism,  i.e.  of  Julian  of  Eclanum,  is  tolerably  indifferent ; 

1  It  is  noteworthy  that  Julian  speaks  in  his  works  as  if  he  now  alone  represented 
the  destituta  veritas,  a  claim  that  Augustine  tells  him  shows  extreme  arrogance  (see  c. 
Jul.  II.  36). 

2  I  do  not  here  discuss  more  minutely  the  history  of  Julian,  who  once  more  paid  a 
passing  visit  to  Rome  ;  see  art.  in  the  Encycl.  of  Christ.  Biogr. 

s  Julian's  name  was  expressly  mentioned  ;  perhaps  he  was  in  Ephesus  with  Nes 
torius.  It  is  maintained  by  Marius  that  he  had  been  already  condemned  in  his 
absence  (with  Theodore's  concurrence)  at  a  Cilician  Synod. 

4  Bishop  Atticus  of  Constantinople  was  undoubtedly  a  decided  enemy  of  the 
Pelagians  ;  but  we  do  not  know  his  motives. 
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for  it  was  only  produced  after  the  whole  question  was  already 
decided,  and  its  author  was  a  theologian,  who,  by  renouncing 
his  ecclesiastical  office,  had  himself  thrown  away  much  of  his 
claim  to  be  considered.  From  the  standpoint  of  the  history  of 
dogma,  the  controversy  closed  simply  with  rejection  of  the 
doctrines,  (i)  that  God's  grace  (in  Christ)  was  not  absolutely 
necessary — before  and  after  baptism — for  the  salvation  of  every 
man,  and  (2)  that  the  baptism  of  infants  was  not  in  the  fullest 
sense  a  baptism  for  remission  of  sins  (in  remissionem  pecca- 
torum).  The  contrary  doctrines  were  the  new  "  dogmas  ?  But, 
since  those  two  doctrines  and  the  main  theses  of  Pelagianism 
involved  a  multitude  of  consequences,  and  since  some  of  these 
consequences  were  even  then  apparent,  while  others  afterwards 
occupied  the  Church  up  till  and  beyond  the  Reformation,  it  is 
advisable  to  point  out  the  fundamental  features  of  the  Pelagian 
system,  and  the  contrary  teaching  of  Augustinianism.1  In  doing 
so  we  have  to  remember  that  Pelagius  would  have  nothing  to  do 
with  a  system.  To  him  "  De  fide  "  (of  the  faith)  meant  simply 
the  orthodox  dogma  and  the  ability  of  man  to  do  the  good.  All 
else  were  open  questions  which  might  be  answered  in  the  affirma 
tive  or  negative,  among  the  rest  original  sin,  which  he  denied. 
He  laid  sole  stress  on  preaching  practical  Christianity,  i.e.,  the 
monastic  life,  to  a  corrupt  and  worldly  Christendom,  and  on  de 
priving  it  of  the  pretext  that  it  was  impossible  to  fulfil  the 
divine  commands.  Caelestius,  at  one  with  his  teacher  in  this 
respect,  attacked  original  sin  more  energetically,  and  fought  by 
the  aid  of  definitions  and  syllogisms  theological  doctrines  which 
he  held  to  be  pernicious.  But  Julian  was  the  first  to  develop 
their  mode  of  thought  systematically,  and  to  elevate  it  into  a 
Stoic  Christian  system.2  Yet  he  really  added  nothing  essential 
to  what  occurs  scattered  through  the  writings  of  Pelagius  and 
Caelestius.  He  only  gave  it  all  a  naturalistic  tendency,  i.e.,  he 
did  away  with  the  monastic  intention  of  the  type  of  thought. 
But  even  in  Pelagius,  arguments  occur  which  completely  contra- 

1  This  is  also  necessary  because  the  mode  of  thought  at  the  root  of  Pelagianism 
never  reappeared — up  to  the  time  of  Socinianism — in  so  pure  a  form  as  in  Julian. 

2  Augustine  says  very  gracefully  (c.    Jul.  VI.    36):    "  Quae   tu  si  non   clidicisses, 
Pelagiani  dogmatis  machina  bine  architecto  necessario  remansisset." 
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diet  the  ascetic  monastic  conception.  In  his  letter  to  Deme 
trius  he  shows  that  fasting,  abstinence  and  prayer  are  not  of 
such  great  importance  ;  they  should  not  be  carried  to  excess,  as 
is  often  done  by  beginners  ;  moderation  should  be  observed  in 
all  things,  therefore  even  in  good  works.  The  main  thing 
is  to  change  one's  morals  and  to  practise  every  kind  of  virtue. 
And  thus  no  one  is  to  think  that  the  vow  of  chastity  can  let 
him  dispense  with  the  practice  of  spiritual  virtues  and  the  fight 
with  anger,  vanity,  and  pride,  etc.  It  was  the  actual  development 
of  the  character  in  goodness  on  which  he  laid  stress.  The  monas 
tic  idea  appears  subordinate  to  this  thought,  which  in  some 
passages  is  expressed  eloquently.  The  ancient  call  to  wise 
moderation  has  not  a  naturalistic  impress  in  Pelagius.  In 
treating  the  thought  of  these  three  men  as  a  whole  we  have  to 
remember  this  distinction,  as  also  the  fact  that  Pelagius  and 
Caelestius  for  the  most  part  paid  due  heed  to  Church  practice, 
and  besides  avoided  almost  entirely  any  appeal  to  the  ancient 
philosophers.1  They  were  all  actuated  by  a  courageous  confi- 

1  As  regards  form  (Klasen,  pp.  81-116),  i.e.  in  their  teaching  as  to  Scripture,  tradi 
tion,  and  authority,  no  innovations  occur  in  Pelagius  and  Caelestius.  Pelagianism, 
indeed,  implicitly  involves  the  rejection  of  every  doctrine,  qua  ratione  defendi  non 
potest,  and  he  interpreted  Scripture  accordingly  (see  examples  of  exegesis  in  Klasen 
I.e.).  In  his  treatise,  De  natura,  he  quotes  the  Fathers  in  support  of  his  form  of  doc 
trine,  as  Augustine  did  for  his  (Chrysostom  was  especially  often  quoted,  but  so  also 
were  Jerome,  Ambrose,  and  Lactantius).  Julian,  on  the  contrary,  expressly  gave  the 
first  place  to  ratio :  "Quod  ratio  arguit,  non  potest  auctoritas  vindicare"  (Op.  imp. 
II.  1 6).  With  Origen — in  sharp  contrast  to  Augustine — he  observes  the  rule  not 
that  a  thing  is  good,  because  God  wills  it  and  it  stands  in  Scripture,  but  that  reason 
establishes  what  is  good :  "  Haereat  hoc  maxime  prudentis  animo  lectoris,  omnibus  scrip- 
turissacrissolumillud,quod  in  honorem  dei  catholici  sapiunt,  contineri,  sicut  frequen- 
tium  sententiarum  luce  illustratur,  et  sicubi  durior  elocutio  moverit  quaestionem,  certum 
quidemesse,nonibiid  quodinjustum  est  loci  illius  auctorumsapuisse;  secundumidautem 
debere  intelligi,  quod  et  ratio perspicua  et  aliorum  locorum,  in  quibus  non  est  ambigu- 
itas,  splendor  apparuerit"  (I.e.  II.  22;  cf.  I.  4).  "  Sanctas  quidem  apostoli  esse 
paginas  confitemur,  non  ob  aliud,  nisi  quia  rationi,  pietati,  fidei  congruentes  erudiunt 
nos"  (II.  144).  Julian  declares  time  and  again  that  "  wrong"  and  right  must  be  the 
standard  to  be  applied  to  all  traditions  regarding  God.  Now  if  the  interpretations  of 
Scripture  given  by  Pelagius  and  Caelestius  are  "  shallow,"  Julian's  are  sometimes 
quite  profane.  Our  first  parents  clothed  themselves  after  the  Fall,  because  they  were 
cold,  and  had  learned  for  the  first  time  the  art  of  making  clothes  (c.  Jul.  IV.  79  sq.). 
But  the  rationalist  standpoint  of  historical  criticism  appears  most  clearly  in  Julian's 
attitude  to  tradition.  He  is  the  author  of  the  famous  saying  that  we  ought  to  weigh 
and  not  count  opinions  (c.  Julian,  II.  35  :  "non  numerandas,  sed  ponderandas  esse 
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dence  in  man's  capacity  for  goodness,  along  with  the  need  for 
clearness  of  thought  on  religious  and  moral  questions. 

i.  God's  highest  attributes  are  his  goodness  and  justice,  and, 
in  fact,  righteousness  is  the  quality  without  which  God  cannot 

sententias  ;   ad  aliquid  inveniendum  multitudinem  nihil  proclesse   cascorum").     He 
says  boldly  that  in  dogmatic  questions  we  must  set  aside  the  strepitus  turbarum  de 
omni  ordine  conversations  hominum,  all  de  pie  beta  face  sellularii,  tnilites,  scholastici 
auditoriales ,  tabernarii,  cetarii,  coqui,  lanii,  adolescences  ex  monachis  dissoluti,  and 
further  the  turbo,  qualiumcumque  clericorum  ;  "  honorandam  esse  paucitatem,  quam 
ratio,  eruditio,  libertasque  sublimat."     Compare  Op.  imperf.  I.  41,  where  Julian  says 
"  et   si   philosophorum   ego   senatum  advocavero,    tu   continue   sellularios,    opifices 
omneque  in  nos  vulgus  accendas,"  and  II.  14:  "  Traduciani  pro  se  sursum  deorsum 
plebecularum  aut  ruralium  aut  theatralium  scita    commendant."       He  justifies  the 
setting  aside  of  laymen  and   the   uneducated   clergy;  he  says:    " quia   non  possunt 
secundum  categoiias  Aristotelis  de  dogmatibus  judicare."     Here  (c.  Julian.  II.  36,  37) 
Julian's  chief  interest  becomes  clearly  evident.      Without  Aristotle,  no  theology;  every 
thing  else  is  clod-hoppers'  theology;  but  we  have  the  cultured  on  our  side  (I.e.  V.  i., 
Augustine  suggests  that  is  a  contention  of  all  heretics,  already  soiled  and  worn  by 
frequent  use).     Julian  adhered  to  Aristotle  and  Zeno  ;  he  knew  their  ethics  thoroughly 
and  reflected  on  their  differences  (c.  Jul.  II.  34  ;  VI.  36  ;  VI.  64  :  "  de  scholis  Peri- 
pateticorum  sive  Stoicorum ; "  Op.  impf.  I,  35,  36).     In  contents  and  method  his 
teaching  was  closely  related  to  that  of  these  philosophers — Augustine  alludes  very 
often  to  this.     Besides,  he  quotes  (c.  Jul.  IV  .75)  Thales,  Anaximander,.  Anaximenes, 
Anaxagoras,   Xenophanes,  Parmenides,  Leucippus,  Democritus,  Empedocles,  Hera- 
clitus,  Melissus,  Plato,  and  Pythagoras  ("quis  non  ipso  nominum  sectarumque  con- 
globatarum  strepitu  terretur?"  remarks  Augustine).     Of  these  philosophers — along 
with  whom  Sallust  and  Cicero  are  quoted — Julian  says  (I.e.),  while  granting  they 
were  idolaters  ("licet  in  scholis  aliud  disserentes "),  that  they  had  enjoyed,  in  the 
midst  of  many  errors,  "de  naturalibus  aliquas  veritatis  partes,"  and  that  these  were 
rightly  to  be  preferred  to  the  dogma   of  original   sin.     Augustine  justly  speaks  of 
"nebulae  de  Aiistotelicis  categoriis  ;"  but  the  Stoic  element  prevails  in  Julian.     The 
whole  conception  of  ratio  and  Nominalism  is  Stoic.     The  mania  for  definitions  is  also 
Stoic   and    Ciceronian.     Without   definition  no  knowledge    (Op.  imp.   II.  30,  said 
against  Augustine  :  "Ad  quid  ergo  persuadendum  aut  scripturas  releges  aut  conscios 
nominabis,  qui  adhuc  quod  sentis  non  fates  definire  ").     But  these  definitions  never 
rise  out  of  the  actual  and  thoroughly  observed  case — and  that  was  indeed  also  usual 
in  the  Stoa — but  glide  over  it.     Julian  by  no  means  despised  altogether  the  appeal  to 
the  Fathers.     Here   also  he  proved  "himself  reasonable.     It  was  only  their  formal 
authority  that  he  would  have  nothing  to  do  with.     His  standpoint  is  most  clearly  ex 
pressed  in  c.  Jul.  I.  29:    "Cum   igitur  liquido  clareat  hanc  sanam  et  veram  esse 
sententiam,  quam  primo  loco  ratio,  deinde  scripturarum  munivit  auctoritas  et  quam 
sanctorum  virorutn  semper  celebravit  eruditio,  qui  tamen  veritati  auctoritatem  non  suo 
tribuere  consensti,  sed  testimonium  et  gloriam  de  ejus  suscepere   consortio,  nullum 
prudentem   conturbet   conspiratio   perditorum."     Here  we  perceive  the  descending 
series  of  authorities,  which  is  yet  only  authoritative,  in  so  far  as  the  witnesses  are 
rational.     The  "  Fathers  "  he  really  regarded  as  nothing,  and  well  he  knew  how  to 
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be  thought  of  at  all  ;  indeed,  it  can  even  be  said  that  there  is  a 
God,  because  there  is  righteousness.1  "Justice,  as  it  is  wont  to 
be  defined  by  the  learned  (s.  Aristotle)  and  as  we  can  under 
stand,  is  (if  the  Stoics  will  allow  us  to  prefer  one  to  the  other) 
the  greatest  of  all  virtues,  discharging  diligently  the  duty  of 
restoring  his  own  to  each,  without  fraud,  without  favour."2  Its 
genus,  is  God  ;  its  species  are  the  promulgation  and  administra 
tion  of  the  laws ;  its  difference  consists  in  its  being  regulated  by 
circumstances ;  its  modus  in  its  not  requiring  from  anyone  more 
than  his  powers  permit,  and  in  not  excluding  mercy ;  its  quality 
in  sweetness  to  pious  souls.  This  notion  of  righteousness 
is  so  sure  that  it  appears  also  to  be  ideally  superior  to 
Holy  Scripture  (see  Op.  imperf.  II.  17):  "Nothing  can  be 
proved  by  the  sacred  writings  which  righteousness  cannot 
support."3 

2.  It  follows,  from  the  goodness  and  righteousness  of  God, 
that  everything  created  by  him  is  good — and  that  not  only  at 
the  beginning — but  what  he  now  creates  is  likewise  good.4  Ac- 
make  use  of  the  admissions  wrung  from  Augustine  regarding  their  authority  (Op.  imp. 
IV.  112):  "  Sed  bene  quod  nos  onere  talium  personarum  prior  levasti.  Nam  in 
libro  ad  Timasium  cum  s.  Pelagius  venernbilium  virorum  tarn  Ambrosii  quam 
Cypriani  recordatus  fuisset,  qui  libeium  arbitvium  in  libris  suis  commendaverant, 
respondisti  nulla  te  gravari  auctoritate  talium,  ita  ut  diceres  eos  processu  vitse  melioris, 
si  quid  male  senserant,  expiasse."  "Numquid" — exclaims  Julian  (I.e.  IV.  no) — 
"  legi  dei  aut  operi  dei  scripta  disputatorum  prsejudicant !  "  Julian  felt  most  acutely 
his  having  to  call  to  its  senses  the  West,  in  bondage  to  "  stupid  and  godless"  dogma  ; 
in  the  East  alone  did  he  now  see  salvation.  The  rock  on  which  he  stood  was 
reason  ;  his  winged  organ  was  the  word.  He  knew  that  God  would  honour  him  for 
having  alone  to  lead  the  cause  of  righteousness.  He  confronted,  as  the  most  resolute 
"  Aufklarer"  of  the  ancient  Church,  its  greatest  religious  personality. 

1  Caelestius  in  Aug.,  De  perf.  just.  15  ;  Julian  in  the  Op.  imp.  I.  27-38  and  often. 
The  thought  of  goodness — characteristically  enough — is  dropped,  or  accompanies  it, 
as  it  were,  incidentally.     The  idea  of  righteousness  as  legislative,  distributive,  and 
social,  governs  the  whole  system.     "  Lex  dei  fons  ac  magistra  justitise,"  Op.  imp. 
I.4. 

2  Op.  imp.  I.  35  :  "  Justitia  est,  ut  ab  eruditis  definiri  solet  (s.  Aristoteles),  et  ut 
nos  intelligere  possumus,  virtus  (si  per  Stoicos  liceat  alteri  alteram  prseferre),  virtutum 
omnium  maxima  fungens  diligenter  officio  ad  restituendum  sua  unicuique,  sine  fraude, 
sine  gratia."     By  this  is  gained  for  religion  and  morality  the  supreme  principle  by 
which  man  confronts  God  as  judge  in  complete  independence. 

3  "  Nihil  potest  per  sanctas  scripturas  probari,  quod  justitia  non  possit  tueri." 
•»  Op.  imp.  VI.  16. 
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cordingly,  the  creature  is  good,  and  so  also  are  marriage,  the 
law,  free  will,  and  the  saints. l 

3.  Nature,  which  was  created  good,  is  not  convertible,  "  be 
cause  the  things  of  nature  persist  from  the  beginning  of  existence 
(substance)  tc  '•LC  end." 2     "  Natural  properties  are  not  converted 
by  accident'         . .  ••  jrdingly,  there  can  be  no  "  natural  sins  " 
(peccata  naturalia) ;  for  they  could  only  have  arisen  if  nature 
had  become  evil. 

4.  Human  nature  is  thus  indestructibly  good,  and  can  only 
be    modified    accidentally.     To    its   constitution'  belongs — and 
that  was  very  good — the  will  as   free  choice  ;   for  "  willing  is 
nothing  but  a  movement  of  the  mind  without  any  compulsion."4 
This  free  choice,  with  which  reason  is  implied,5  is  the  highest 
good    in    man's   constitution,  "  he  who   upholds  grace   praises 
human  nature."6     We  know  that  Pelagius  always  began  in  his 
sermons    by  praising    man's    glorious    constitution,  his  nature 
which    shows    itself   in   free  will 7   and   reason,  and    he    never 
wearied    of    extolling    our    "condition    of  willing"    (conditio 

1  Aug.  c.   duas  epp.  Pelag.  III.  24  :   "  Hae  sunt  nebulae  Pelagianorum  de  laude 
creaturoe,  laude  nuptiarum,  laude  legis,  laude  liberi  arbitrii,  laude  sanctorum,  IV.  I,  2. 

2  "  Quia  naturalia  ab  initio  substantise  usque  ad  terminum  illius  perseverant. "    (Op. 
imp.  II.  76). 

3  Naturalia  per  accidens  non  convertuntur."     "  Quod  innascitur  usque  ad  finem 
ejus,  cui  adhaeserit,  perseverat."     L.c.  I.  61. 

4  ' '  Voluntas  est  nihil  aliud  quam  motus  animi  cogente  nullo  "  (  Op.  imp.  1.  V. ).   More 
precisely  (I.  78-82)  :  "  Libertas  arbritii,  qua  a  deo  emancipatus  homo  est,  in  admittendi 
peccati  et  abstinendi  a  peccato  possibilitate  consistit.  .  .  Posse  bonum  facere  aula 
virtutis  est,  posse  malum  facere  testimonium  libertatis  est.     Per  hoc  igitur  suppetit 
homini  habere  proprium  bonum,  per  quod  ei  subest  posse  facere  malum.      Tota  ergo 
divini  plenitudo  judicii  tarn  junctum  habet  negotium  cum  hac  libertate  hominwn, 
ul  harum  <jui  unam  agnoverit  ambas  noverit.   .   .  .  Sic  igitur  et  libertas  humani  cus- 
todiatur  arbitrii,  quemadmodum  divina  aequitas  custoditur  .  .  .   Libertas  igitur  arbitrii 
possibilitas  est  vel  admittendi  vel  vitandi  peccati,  expers  cogentis  necessitatis,  quse  in 
suo  utpote  jure  habet,  utrum  surgenlium  partem  sequatur,  i.e.,  vel  ardua  asperaque 
virtutum  vel  demersa  etpa  lustria  voluptatum." 

5  The  Pelagians  were  very  silent  as  to  the  relation  of  ratio  and  liberum  arbitrium. 
They  did  not  even  notice  that  it  involved  a  main  difficulty.     All  that  they  found  it 
necessary  to  say  consisted  in  quite  childish  arguments.     Even  the  above  definition  of 
the  will  is  absolutely  untenable.     After  all,  reason  impels  to  what  is  bad  as  well  as 
good  ;  the  wicked  man  does  not  act,  at  least,  without  reason.     But  what  doesjustitia 
mean,  if  the  separate  acts  of  will  always  pass  into  vacancy  ?    The  original  equilibrium, 
forsooth,  remains  fixed 

6  Op.  imp.  III.  188  :  "  Qui  gratiam  confirmat,  hominum  laudat  naturam." 

7  "  Libertas  utiiusque  partis." 
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voluntatis),  as  contrasted  with  the  "  condition  of  necessity " 
(conditio  necessitatis)  of  irrational  creatures.  "  Nature  was 
created  so  good  that  it  needs  no  help."  l  With  reason  as  guide 
(duce  ratione)  man  can  and  should  do  the  good,  i.e.,  righteous 
ness  (jus  humanse  societatis).2  God  desires  a  voluntary  per 
former  of  righteousness  (voluntarius  executor  justitise) ;  it  is 
his  will  that  we  be  capable  of  both,  and  that  we  do  one.  Ac 
cording  to  Pelagius  freedom  of  will  is  freedom  to  choose  the  good; 
according  to  Julian  it  is  simply  freedom  of  choice.  The  possibility 
of  good  as  a  natural  faculty  is  from  God,3  willing  and  action  are 
our  business;4  the  possibility  of  both  (possibilitas  utriusque)  is 
as  a  psychological  faculty  inevitable  (a  necessario) ;  for  this 
very  reason  a  continual  change  is  possible  in  it.5 

5.  Evil,  sin,  is  willing  to  do  that  which  righteousness  forbids, 
and  from  which  we  are  free  to  abstain,6  accordingly  what  we 
can  avoid.7  It  is  no  element  or  body,  no  nature — in  that  case 
God  would  be  its  author  ;  nor  is  it  a  perverted  nature  (natura 
conversa),  but  it  is  always  a  momentary  self-determination  of 
the  will,  which  can  never  pass  into  nature  so  as  to  give  rise  to  an 
evil  nature?  But  if  this  cannot  happen,  so  much  the  less  can 
evil  be  inherited  ;  for  that  would  do  away  with  the  goodness 

1  Ep.  ad  Demetr. 

2  Op.  imp.  I.  79.     Here  the  humanist  notion  of  the  good  is  clear.     To  this  Julian 
adhered,  in  so  far  as  he  followed  out  the  thought  at  all. 

3  De  grat.  Christi  5  ;  de  nat.  et  gratia,  passim.  (Expositions  by  Pelagius). 

4  The  notion  of  freedom  taught  by  the  Pelagians  lies  in  the  possibilitas,  and  that 
according  to  Julian,   the  possibiliias  utriusque,  not  merely  boni.     In  Pelagius   the 
possibilitas  boni,   and  therewith  responsibility,  are  more  prominent.     He  does  not 
merely  say  that  man  has  freedom  of  choice,  but  also  (ep.  ad  Demetr.)  that  "  in  animi 
nostris  natuialis  quredam  sanctitas  est." 

5  Klasen  (pp.  229-237)  distinguishes  a  threefold  possibilitas  in  the  Pelagians'  leach 
ing,  i.e.,  so  many  distinctions  are,  in  fact,  required,  if  we  would  escape  the  contradic 
tions  covered  by  the  notion. 

6  Op.  imp.  I.  44  ;  V.  28,  43  ;  VI,  17  and  often. 

7  Ceelest.  in  Aug.  de  perfect.  I. 

8  Besides  the  indefiniteness  of  the  relation  of  reason  to  freedom,  the  wrong  defini 
tion  of  the  will,  the  obscurity  as  to  the  notion  of  ratio,  and  the  contradictions  in  the 
notion  ut  possibilitas,  especially  characteristic  are  the  inability  to  give  a  concrete  defini 
tion  of  evil,  and  the  mythological  fashion  in  which  nature  and  will  are  distinguished. 
Why  should  will  and  nature  be  so  completely  divided,  if  the  possibilitas  belongs  to 
nature  ?     What  is  nature  in  general  over  and  above  will,  since  it  is  by  no  means  held 
to  be  merely  the  flesh  ? 
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and  righteousness  of  God,  the  notion  of  sin  (as  that  which  can 
be  avoided),  and  the  notion  of  redemption  ;  a  "  natural  "  guilt 
could  never  be  got  rid  of.1 

6.  Pelagius  deduced  the  actual  existence  of  sin  from  the 
snares  of  the  devil  and  sensuous  lusts  (gula  and  libido),  and  con 
demned  concupiscence  accordingly.  It  was  necessary  to  over 
come  it  by  virginity  and  continence.  It  sprang  not  from  the 
substance  of  the  flesh  (de  substantia  carnis),  but  from  its  works 
(ex  operibus  carnis),  otherwise  God  would  be  its  author. 
Pelagius  took  a  serious  view  of  this  whole  matter ;  but  he  was 
certain,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  body  was  subject  to  the 
soul,  and  that  thus  the  relationship  willed  by  God  could  be 
restored.2  But  Julian  felt  that  this  was  a  vexed  point.  Whence 
came  the  evil  desires  of  the  flesh  (desideria  carnis  mala)  if  the 
substance  was  good,  and  if  it  was  yet  manifest  that  they  fre 
quently  did  not  spring  from  the  will  ?  The  case  of  marriage, 
which  is  unthinkable  without  sexual  desire,  showed  Julian  that 
libido  was  permitted  by  God,  and  he  attacked  inexorably  the 
artificial  distinctions  which  Augustine  sought  and  was  com 
pelled  to  make  between  nuptics  and  concupiscentia?  Julian 
taught  that  concupiscence  was  in  itself  indifferent  and  innocent; 
for  the  actual  creation  was  of  all  conceivable  kinds  the  best ; 
but  this  creation  embraced  sexual  and  all  other  desires,4  Libido 
was  guilty  non  in  genere  suo,  non  in  specie,  non  in  modo,  but  only 
in  excessu;  genus  and  species  were  from  God,  the  modus  de 
pended  on  an  honest  decision  (arbitrium  honestatis),  excess 

1  To  this  point  the  Pelagians  applied  their  greatest  acuteness,  and  made  just  objec 
tions,  see  under.     Pelag.  in  Aug.  de  pecc.  orig.  14  :   "  Omne  bonum  ac  malum,  quo 
vel  laudabiles  vel   vituperabiles  sumus,   non    nobiscum  oritur,   sed  agitur  a  nobis  : 
capaces  enim  utriusque  rei,  non  pleni  nascimur,  et  ut  sine  virtute  ita  et  sine  vitio 
procreamnr  atque  ante  actionem  proprioe  voluntatis  id  solum  in   homine  est,  quod 
deus  condidit." 

2  See  the  Ep.  ad  Demetr.  ;  De  nat.  et  grat.    60-71.     A  grave  experience  is  re 
vealed  in  the  confession  (Ep.  ad  Demetr.  26)  that  the  devil  may  often  fill  even  those 
who  are  separated  from  the  world  with  such  foul  and  impious  thoughts,  that  they 
imagine  they  are  as  wicked  as  when  they  loved  the  res  saculi. 

With  his  distinction  of  marriage  as  good  and  bad,  Augustine  resembles  the  charla 
tan  who  would  exhibit  a  beast  that  devours  itself ;  Jul.  III.  47. 

4  See  especially  Op.  imp.  Book  V.,  and  c.  Julian,  Book  V.     Augustine  calls  him 
"  laudator  concupiscentia  ;  "  c.  Jul.  III.   44. 
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followed  from  a  fault  of  will  (vitium  voluntatis).1  If  it  were 
otherwise,  then  baptism  would  necessarily  eradicate,  and  not 
merely  regulate,  concupiscence.2  Accordingly  the  latter,  within 
limits  (intra  modum),  was  good  ; 3  he  who  used  it  moderately, 
used  a  blessing  rightly  ;  he  who  indulged  in  it  immoderately, 
used  a  blessing  badly  ;  but  he  who  from  love  to  virginity 
despised  even  moderate  indulgence,  did  not  thereby  use  a  good 
thing  better*  The  shame  alluded  to  by  Augustine,  which  is 
felt  even  at  the  lawful  enjoyment  of  desire,  was  explained  by 
Julian,  following  the  Cynics,  as  mere  convention  and  custom.5 
Christ  himself  possessed  concupiscence.6 

7.  It  follows  from  this  teaching  that  there  can  always  have 
been  sinless  men  : 7  Pelagius,  indeed,  argued  further  that  since 
every  man  could  resist  sin  (easily),  he  who  sinned  passed  into 
hell  at  the  Judgment;8  for  every  sin  was  really  mortal,  the 
sinner  having  acted  against  his  ability  to  do  better.  Julian, 
moreover,  taught  that  every  excess  was  a  mortal  sin,  since  it 
was  done  absolutely  without  compulsion.9  In  the  end,  it  is 
said,  God  punishes  the  wicked  and  rewards  the  virtuous.  But 
it  remains  wholly  obscure  how  there  can  exist  virtue  (righteous 
ness)  and  sin  at  all  if,  in  practising  them,  a  character  can  never 
be  gained,  if  we  are  only  concerned  with  fragmentary  actions 
from  which  no  deposit  is  left  or  sum-total  formed. 

In  the  foregoing  the  fundamental  conceptions  of  the  Pelagians 
are  described.  But  they  were  also,  of  course,  Catholic  Christians ; 

1  C.  Jul.  IV.  7  ;  in.  27. 

2  L.C.  IV.  8. 

s  L.c.  IV.  52. 

4  Asceticism  is  thus  declared  to  be  superfluous,  I.e.  III.  42. 

s  Op.  imp.  IV.  37-43.    There  undoubtedly  occur  other  passages  in  Julian  in  which 
the  "  blessing  "  of  libido  appears  small,  and  virginity  is  admired. 

6  L.c.  IV.  45-64,  and  elsewhere. 

7  We  must  here,  indeed,  remember  the  twofold  meaning  of  posse. 

8  De  gest.  Pelag.  n. 

9  On  this  Pelagius  laid  great  stress  (see  Op.  imp.  V.),  expressly  denying  (against 
Augustine)  that  man  sins  because  he  was  created  ex  nihilo.     By  referring  evil  to  the 
will,  every  possibility  of  explaining  its  origin  comes  to  an  end  ;  for  any  such  explana 
tion  means  proving  its  necessity.    V.  41  :   "  Qureritis  necessitatem  rei  qure  esse  non 
potest  si  patitur  necessitatem.     Huic  motui  animi  libero,  sine  coactu  originis  inquieto, 
si  causa  ipso  motu  detur  antiquior,  non  gignitur  omnino  sed  tollitur. "  V.  57-60  :  "  ideo 
habuit  voluntatem  malam,  quia  voluit. " 
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they  were  accordingly  compelled  to  harmonise  these  doctrines 
of  theirs  with  Holy  Scripture  and  its  historical  contents,  with 
Christ  and  the  teaching  of  the  Church.  How  they  did  so  we 
have  still  briefly  to  discuss  in  what  follows.  It  is  apparent  that 
the  difficulties  in  showing  this  agreement  were  extraordinarily 
great,  and,  indeed,  not  only  for  them,  but  for  everyone  who 
would  harmonise  a  coherent  rational  doctrine  with  Gen.  I.-IIL, 
and  with  hundreds  of  passages  in  Scripture. 

8.  Adam  was  created  with  free  will — according  to  Pelagius — 
also  with  "  what  is  called  natural  holiness  "  (naturalis  quae  dicitur 
sanctitas),  which  consisted  just  in  free  will  and  reason.     Julian 
considered  this  state  to  be  morally  very  high  and  intellectually 
low.1     All  are,  however,  agreed  that  Adam's  endowments  were 
the  peculiar  and  inalienable  gift  of  divine  grace  (gratia). 

9.  Adam  sinned  through  free  will  (Julian  esteemed  this  sin  of 
slight  account)  ;2  but  by  this  sin  his  nature  was  not  corrupted. 
Nor  was  natural  death  a  consequence  of  it,  for  it  is  natural ;  but 
spiritual  death,  the  condemnation  of  the  soul  on  account  of  sin, 
was  the  result  of  sin.3 

10.  Natural  death  was  accordingly  not  inherited  from  Adam  ; 
moreover,  spiritual  death  was  only  in  so  far  as  his  descendants 
likewise  sinned.    If  all  men  died  through  Adam's  death,  then  all 
would  necessarily  rise  again  through  the  resurrection  of  Christ.4 

11.  Still  much  less  was  Adam's  sin  or  guilt  transmitted.     The 
doctrine  of  transmitted  and  original  sin(tradux  peccati  and  pecca- 
tum  originis)  is  Manichaean  and  blasphemous;  it  is  equally  absurd 
whether  viewed  in  relation  to  God,  or  man,  or  the  notion  of  sin,  or 

1  Op.  imp.  VI.  14-23. 

2  Op.  Imp.  VI.  23  ;  VI.  14,  he  lets  it  appear  plainly  enough  that  the  Fall  was  an 
advantage  for  Adam  :   "  porro  ignorantia  quam  profunda  quamque  patiendi  ejus  dura 
conditio,   ut  liberari  ab  ea  nisi   praevai  icatione  non   posset,  scientiam  quippe  boni 
malique  absque  ansa  condemnabili  nequaquam  capessiturus." 

3  Thus  first  Ccelestius  (Karthago,  s.  Diospolis  ;  de  pecc.  mer.  2).     So  also  Julian, 
op.  imp.  II.  66.   Common  death  is  natural.    Yet  here  Julian  has  tried  to  compromise, 
lie  will  not  deny  that  natural  death  has  a  connection  with  sin  ;  i.e.,  it  had  really  to 
be  annulled  hy  merits  ;  but  pis  explanations  in  Book  II.  are  very  tortuous.     Without 
sin  death  would  have  been  "  levissima  "  ;  but  God  cannot  do  away  with  it  entirely 
even  for  saints,  for  (VI.  30)  :  "  non  est  tanti  unius  meritum,  ut  universa  qute  natural- 
iter  sunt  instituta  perturbet." 

4  Thus  already  Cselestius. 
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Christ,  or  Holy  Scripture.  In  relation  to  God,  for  his  righteous 
ness  is  annulled  by  imputing  the  sins  of  others,  and  regarding 
as  sinful  a  nature  that  has  not  yet  sinned,  just  as  much  as 
it  would  be  by  ushering  into  the  world,  laden  with  sin,  human 
beings  born  after  Adam's  fall.  In  relation  to  man,  for  a 
vitiated  nature  is  then  equivalent  to  a  bad  nature  ;  if  a  nature 
possesses  evil,  it  is  bad  ;  but  in  that  case  the  guilt  falls  upon 
God,  for  he  is  responsible  for  our  nature ;  further,  sin  could 
only  propagate  itself,  if  we  assumed  a  procreation  of  souls;  but 
this  assumption  is  absurd  ;  finally,  if  sin  is  propagated  through 
marriage,  so  that  desire  in  marriage  is  and  transmits  sin,  mar 
riage  is  thereby  condemned.  In  relation  to  the  notion  of  sin, 
for  sin  is  absolutely  embraced  by  the  will,  so  that  it  does  not 
exist  at  all,  where  there  is  no  free-will ;  further,  even  if  it  could 
propagate  itself,  it  could  not  be  transmitted  by  baptised  parents  ; 
lastly,  Augustine's  contention  that  sin  is  itself  used  by  God  as  a 
punishment  of  sin,  that  there  is  a  divine  law  of  sin,  etc.,  is  absurd 
and  immoral.  In  relation  to  Christ,  for  were  nature  bad,  it 
could  not  be  redeemed,  or,  were  there  an  inherited  sin  which 
became  natural  to  man,  Christ  also  must  have  possessed  it. 
In  relation  to  Holy  Scripture,  as  countless  passages  show 
that  sin  is  a  matter  of  the  will,  and  that  God  punishes  each  for 
his  own  sins  alone.  Rom.  V.  12,  merely  asserts  that  all  die 
because  they  themselves  sin  like  Adam,  or  something  similar  ; 
in  any  case  it  contains  nothing  to  support  inherited  sin.1 

12.  Thus  all  men  created  by  God  are  in  the  position  in  which 
Adam  was  before  the  fall.2  An  unessential  difference  exists 
only  in  so  far  as  Adam  possessed  at  once  the  use  of  reason, 
while  children  do  not ;  that  Adam  was  still  untaught,  while 
children  are  born  into  a  society  in  which  the  custom  of  evil 
prevails.  Pelagius  at  least  teaches  this.3  The  mere  capa- 

1  It  is  superfluous  to  quote  passages  ;  see  the  detailed  account  in  Klasen,  pp.   116- 
182.     Julian's  explanation  of  Rom.   V.    12  occurs  in  c.     Jul.  VI.  75-81.     Besides 
charging  him  with  Manichaeism,  Julian   also  accused  Augustine  of  Traducianism, 
though  he  was  no  Traducian.     The  heretical  name  of  "Traduciani"  was  originated 
by  Julian  (Op.  imp.  I.  6). 

2  De  pecc.  orig.  14. 

3  Ep.  ad  Demetr.     The  reign  of  sin  in  the  world  is  also  elsewhere  strongly  empha 
sised  by  Pelagius. 
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city    of    either    (mera    capacitas     utriusque)    is    the    original 
innocence.1 

13.  The  habit  of  sinning,  working  by  example,  according  to 
Pelagius,  weakens  the  will  (?).     Yet  nothing  can  be  said  as  to 
how  it  really  works ;  for  otherwise  the  indifference  of  the  will 2 
is  destroyed.     Probably  the  meaning  was  that  the  possibility 
of  good    remained    wholly    intact,   but    the   habit    of  sinning 
darkened  reason.3 

14.  It  is  when  we  come  to  discuss  grace  that  it  is  hardest  to 
reproduce  the  view  of  the  Pelagians ;  for  it  was  here  that  they 
found  it  most  necessary  to  accommodate  their  opinions.     Very 
strong  assertions  occur  in  Pelagius  and  Julian — Caelestius  was 
more  reserved  4 — as  to  the  necessity  of  divine  grace  (adjutorium) 
for  every  good  work.5     We  also  find   statements  to  the  effect 

1  This  talk  of  primitive  innocence  is  already  in  Julian  a  case  of  accommodation  ; 
for  innocence  of  course  always  remains  really  the  same.     C.  Jul.   III.  36:   "homo 
igitur  innocentia  quidem  plenus,  sed  vhtutis  capax  nascitur,  aut  laudem  aut  repre- 
hensionem   ex   proposito   accedente   meiiturus  .   .  .  nee  justos    nasci   parvulos   nee 
injustos,  quod  futuri  sunt  actibus  suis,  sed  tantummodo  infantiam  innocentias  dote 
locupletem."     But  the  same  chapter  shows  what  is  after  all  meant  by  this  "inno 
cence"  :  Perfecta  ignorantia  (in  scripturis  justitia  nominatur). 

2  Op.  imp.  I.  91  :  "  liberum  arbitrium  et  post  peccata  tarn  plenum  est  quam  fuit 
ante  peccata." 

3  Here,   as  in  Stoicism,   there  is  a  gap  in   the   system.     Why   is   rational   man 
iriational  and  bad?     How  can  he  possess  ratio  and  an  evil  will  at  the  same  time ? 
And  how  is  the  sinful  habit  explained? — Julian  also  says,  besides  (Op.  imp.  I.  16) 
"  consuetude  peccati  amorem  delicti  facit  et  exstinguit  pudorem  ;  "  but  he  means  in 
the  teaching  of  Augustine. 

4  "The  will  is  not  free,  if  it  needs  God's  help"  (De  gestis  42).     "Si  per  gratiam 
(De  gestis  30)  omnia  facimus,  quando  vincimur  a  peccato,  non  nos  vincimur,  sed  dei 
gratia,  quae  voluit  nos  adjuvare  omni  modo  et  non  potuit." 

5  We  can,  indeed,  exemplify  almost  all  the  principles  of  Augustinianism  from  the 
utterances  of  Pelagius  and  Julian.     The  number  of  passages  in  their  works  which 
sound  like  good  Church  doctrine  is  very  great.     We  should  require  to  quote  these 
also  in  order  to  give  an  idea  of  the  figure  presented  by  the  two  men  to  the  world  ;  but 
this  would  carry  us  beyond  our  present  limits.     We  do  not,  however,  do  injustice  to 
their  thought  by  omitting  them ;  for  they  are  only  characteristic  of  their  mode  ot 
expression.     Pelagius  never  denied  publicly  that  man  always  needed  the  divine  grace, 
that  he  could  only  adjuvante  gratia  esse  sine  peccato  (see  De  gestis  1 6,  22,  31  ;  De 
gratia  2  :  "anathemo  qui  vel  sentit  vel  dicit,  gratiam  dei,  qua  Christus  venit  in  hunc 
mundum   peccatores   salvos  facere,   non   solum   per  singulas  horas  aut  per  singula 
momenta,  sed  etiam  per  singulos  actus  nostros  non  esse  necessariam,  et  qui  hanc 
conantur  auferre,  pcenas  sortiantur  aeternas  "  ;  see  also  his  Confession  to  the  Pope). 
Julian  used,  if  possible,  still  stronger  expressions ;  but  both  very  often  said  exactly 
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that  grace  facilitated  goodness.1  Finally,  others  occur  which 
teach  that  grace  is  superfluous,  nay,  strictly  speaking,  in  itself 
impossible.2  It  is  no  injustice  to  the  Pelagians  to  take  the  two 
latter  positions,  which,  to  a  certain  extent  can  be  combined,  as 
giving  their  true  opinion  ;  for  it  was  assuredly  the  chief  inten 
tion  of  Pelagius  to  deprive  Christians  of  their  indolent  reliance 
on  grace,  and  Julian's  main  object  was  to  show  that  the  human 
constitution  bore  merit  and  salvation  in  its  own  lap.  The 
proposition  "  homo  libero  arbitrio  emancipatus  a  deo "  really 
contains  the  protest  against  any  grace.3 

15.  By   grace   we    have    throughout    to    understand    in    the 
first    place   the   grace    of    creation;4    it    is    so    glorious    that 

the  opposite  of  what  is  here  given.  But  they  never  did  say  that  the  grace  of  God 
through  Christ  established  freedom  from  sin  and  salvation. 

1  These  are  the  usual  ones  :  free  will  exists  in  all  men,  but  it  is  only  supported  by 
grace  in  the  case  of  Christians  (De  gratia,  34) ;  the  rest  only  possess  the  "  nudum  et 
inerme  conditionis  bonum."     Similarly  Julian,  but  still  more  strongly  (Op.   imp.  I. 
40):    "  quos  fecit  quia  voluit  nee  condemnat  nisi  spretus  ;   si  cum  non  spernitur, 
faciat    consecratione    meliores,    nee    detrimentum    justitiae    patitur    et   munificentia 
miseiationis  ornatur."     I.  in  :   "  mabe  voluntati  veniam  pro  imestimabili  liberalitate 
largitur  et  innocentiam,  quam  creat  bonam,  facit  innovando  adoptancloque  meliorem  " 
(but  can  anything  be  better  than  good?).     III.  1 06  :  "Quod  ais,  ad  colendum  recte 
deum  sine  ipsius  adjutorio  dici  a  nobis  sufficere  unicuique  libertatem  arbitrii,  omnino 
mentiris.     Cum  igitur  cultus  dei  multis  intelligatur  modis,  et  in  custodia  mandatorum 
et  in  execratione  vitiorum  et  in  simplicitate  conversationis  et  in  ordine  mysteriorum  et 
in   profunditate  dogmatum  .  .  .  qui  fieri  potest,    ut   nos   in   confuso  dicamus,  sine 
adjutorio  dei  liberum  arbitrium  sufficiens  ad  ejus  esse  culturam  .   .  .  cum  utique  ista 
omnia,  tam  quse  dogmatibus  quam  quse  mysteriis  continentur,  libertas  arbitrii  per  se 
non  potuerit  invenire,  etc."      There  we  see  clearly  how  we  are  to  understand  the 
"  adjutorium  "  ;  it  consists  solely  in  the  law  of  dogmas  and  mysteries  given  by  God  and 
not  discovered  by  man,  but  not  in  a  power.     Therefore,  because  God  had  invented  so 
many  institutions,  Julian  can  proceed  :   "  hominem  innumeris  divinae  gratia?  speciebus 
juvari  .   .  .  praecipiendo,  benedicendo,  sanctih'cando,  coercendo,  provocando,  illumin- 
ando." 

2  Impossible  as  a  power,  since  the  will  cannot  actually  be  determined.     On  this 
point  Qielestius  has  alone  expressed  himself  clearly,  but  Julian  holds  the  same  view, 
as  he  is  never  tired  saying:  "  cunctarum  origo  virtutum  in  rationabili  animo  sita 
est." 

3  This  proposition  of  Julian's  is  properly  the  key  to  the  whole  mode  of  thought  : 
man  created  free  is  with  his  whole  sphere  independent  of  God.     He  has  no  longer  lo 
do  with  God,  but  with  himself  alone.     God  only  re-enters  at  the  end  (at  the  judg 
ment). 

4  The  statements  of  the  Pelagians  as  to  grace  are  very  often  rendered  intentionally 
{e.g.,  De  gestis  Pel.  22)  ambiguous,  by  their  understanding  it  to  mean  the  grace  of 
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there    have    been    perfect    men    even    among    heathens    and 
Jews.1 

1 6.  In  the  second   place,  it  denotes  the  law  (lex)  of  God  ; 
indeed,  all  grace,  in  so  far  as  it  is  not  nature,  can  at  bottom 
have  no  other  character  than  that  of  illumination  and  instruc 
tion  (doctrina).     This  facilitates  the  doing  of  the  good.2 

17.  Thirdly,  grace  means  the  grace  of  God  through  Christ. 
This  also  is  at  bottom  illwninatio  et  doctrina ;  3     Christ  works 
by  his  example.4     Pelagius  and  Julian  admit  that  the  habit  of 
sinning  was  so  great  that  Christ's  appearance  was  necessary.5 
Julian's  conception   of  this  appearance  was  that   Christ  owed 
what  he  became  to  his  free  will.6     But  it  was  necessary,  over 
and  above  instruction  (doctrina),  to  assume,  in  conformity  with 
Church  teaching  and  practice,  an  effective  action  through  Christ 

creation,  and  accordingly  nature.     Yet  this  is  not  the  rule.     Pelagius  and  Julian 
distinguish  three  states  :  ex  natura,  sub  lege,  sub  gratia  (Chiisti) ;  see  C.  duas  epp,  I. 

39- 

1  "  Perfecta  justitia  "  also  in  the  old  covenant  (I.e.)  and  among  "antiqui  homines." 
Julian  often  cites  the  perfect  heathens,  and  sneers  at  Augustine's  "splendida  vitia.' 
If  the  virtues  of  the  heathens  are  not  virtues,  their  eyes  are  not  eyes  (c.  Jul.  IV.  26- 
30).      Pelagius   has   made    wholly   contradictory   statements   on   this   point ;    Julian 
afterwards  became  more  prudent ;  but,  finally,  he  always  held  the  opinion  that  there 
was  no  difference  between  a  good  Christian  and  a  good  heathen. 

2  The  law  was  the  first  aug»ie>itu»i  beneficiornin  dei ;  but  it  was  at  the  same  time 
the  fundamental  form  of  all  that  God  could  further  do  after  cieation.     Pelagius  has 
expressed  himself  very  plainly  (De  gestis  30)  :   "giatiam  dei  et  adjutorium  non  ad 
singulos  actus  dari  (in  other  places  he  says  the  opposite)  sed  in  libero  arbitrio  esse  vel 
in  lege  ac  doctrina.''''     That  accordingly  is  all.     Augustine  therefore  says  very  rightly 
that  Pelagius  only  admitted  the  grace  "qua  demonstrat  et  revelat  deus  quid  agere 
debeamus,  non  qua  donat  atque  adjuvat  ut  agamus." 

:l  See  preceding  note  and  Crelestius'  statement:  "lex  sic  mittit  ad  regnum 
ccelorum  quomodo  et  evangelium. " 

1  Example  and  imitation,  see  Op.  imp.  II.  146  sq.  C.  Jul.  V.  58 :  "tolle 
exempli  causam,  tolle  et  pretii,  quod  pro  nobis  factus  est."  Julian  also  ultimately 
reduced  the  death  of  Christ  to  a  type,  Op.  imp.  II.  223. 

5  Op.  imp.  II.  217-222. 

6  It  is  very  instructive  that  to  Julian  (as  to  Augustine)  it  is  the  man  that  forms  the 
peisonality  in  Jesus.     He  is  distinguished  from  Augustine  by  saying  that  the  man 
Jesus  was  chosen  by  God  and  united  with  Christ  secunduni  merita.     The profectus  is 
also  more  plainly  marked  :  Jesus  was  gradually  adopted  by  the  Word  of  God ;  the 

filius  hominis  gradually  became  the  filiiis  dei  through  the  achievement  of  his  will. 
Accordingly,  unless  Augustine  has  greatly  exaggerated,  this  still  might  be  taught  with 
impunity  at  that  time  in  the  West  (see  Op.  imp.  IV.  84). 
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on  the  part  of  God.  The  Pelagians  did  not  deny  that  this  was 
represented  in  baptism  and  the  remissions  granted  by  God  ; 
they  taught  the  forgiveness  of  sins  through  baptism.  But  they 
could  not  show  wherein  this  forgiveness  consisted  without 
coming  into  conflict  with  freedom.  As  regards  infant  baptism, 
they  dared  no  longer  dispute  its  necessity ;  indeed,  they  dared 
no  longer  flatly  declare  that  it  was  not  given  for  the  remission 
of  sins.  They  derived  a  certain  consecration  and  sanctification 
from  it,  but  they  disputed  the  doctrine  that  children  dying 
unbaptised  were  lost ;  these  would  only  fail  to  enter  the  king 
dom  of  heaven,  the  highest  grade  of  felicity.1 

1 8.  Finally,  the  Pelagians  taught  that  this  grace  through 
Christ  was  compatible  with  the  righteousness  (justitia)  of  God, 
because  the  latter  did  not  preclude  an  increase  of  benefits,2  but 
that  grace  was  given  secundum  merita  (according  to  the  merits 
of  the  rational  spirit)  because  in  any  other  case  God  would  have 
been  unjust.3  The  contention,  however,  that  it  was  absolutely 
necessary  was  never  seriously  advocated  by  them,  and  was  fre 
quently  denied,  and  in  the  thesis  that  the  operation  of  the 
gospel  is  not  different  from  that  of  the  law,  the  former  is  in 
point  of  fact  completely  reduced  to  the  level  of  the  latter.  But 
the  law  is  itself  nothing  but  a  crutch  not  necessary  to  everyone. 
Man  is  to  be  sinless :  this  state  we  can  attain  by  our  will ;  but 
sinlessness  (impeccantia)  is  rendered  easy  to  the  Christian  ;  for 
by  looking  to  Christ  he  can  easily  turn,  and  in  baptism,  the 

1  The  evasions  in  the  case  of  baptism  are  so  numerous  that  it  is  not  worth  while 
mentioning  separate  instances.     The  notion  of  forgiveness  was  in  itself  very  irksome 
to  the  Pelagians  ;  it  could  be  at  most  a  kind  of  indulgence,  with  difficulty  compatible 
with  justice.     They  also  touched  on  the  question  whether  baptism  extirpates  sin  or 
removes  guilt ;  but  for  them  the  question  was  senseless.     As  regards  infant  baptism, 
all  their  statements  are  to  be  derived  from  the  fact  that  they  would  neither  abolish  it, 
nor  admit  baptisms  of  different  value.     The  distinction  between  regnum  caloritm  and 
vita  izterna  was  an  eschatological  rudiment,  in  this  case  welcome. 

2  Op.  imp.  I.  72,  III.  163:  "  augmenta  beneficiorum  divinorum  utilia  esse  et  neces- 
saria  omnibus  in  commune  aetatibus  dicimus,  ita  tamen  ut  nee  virtus  nee  peccatum 
sine  propria  cuiquam  voluntate  tribuatur." 

3  De  gestis  30  :   "  De  gratiam  secundum  merita  nostra  dari,  quia  si  pcccatoribus 
illam  det,  videtur  esse  iniquus."     This  destroys  the  notion  of  grace  ;  for  it  is  only  as 
gratuitous  that  it  is  grace.     Here  it  takes  the  form  of  a  means  of  rewarding  the  good. 
But  if  grace  is  neither  gratis  nor  a  power,  it  is  nothing  but  an  empty  word. 


CHAP.  IV.]  DOCTRINE   OF  AUGUSTINE.  203 

mysteries,  dogmas,  and  the  commandments,  he  from  the  first 
possesses  nothing  but  means  to  promote  virtue.  All  that  Christ 
did  and  the  Church  does  is  considered  not  as  action  but  as 
teaching. 

The  Pelagians  deserve  respect  for  their  purity  of  motive,  their 
horror  of  the  Manichaean  leaven  and  the  opus  operatum,  their 
insistence  on  clearness,  and  their  intention  to  defend  the  Deity.1 
But  we  cannot  but  decide  that  their  doctrine  fails  to  recognise 
the  misery  of  sin  and  evil,  that  in  its  deepest  roots  it  is  godless, 
that  it  knows,  and  seeks  to  know,  nothing  of  redemption,  and 
that  it  is  dominated  by  an  empty  formalism  (a  notional  myth 
ology)  which  does  justice  at  no  single  point  to  actual  quantities, 
and  on  a  closer  examination  consists  of  sheer  contradictions. 
In  the  form  in  which  this  doctrine  was  expressed  by  Pelagius — 
and  in  part  also  by  Julian — i.e.,  with  all  the  accommodations  to 
which  he  condescended,  it  was  not  a  novelty.2  But  in  its  funda 
mental  thought  it  was  ;  or,  rather,  it  was  an  innovation  because 
it  abandoned,  in  spite  of  all  accommodations  in  expression,  the  pole  of 
the  mystical  doctrine  of  redemption,  which  the  Church  had  stead 
fastly  maintained  side  by  side  with  the  doctrine  of  freedom? 

III.  The  fundamental  notion  of  Pelagianism  is  nature  em 
bracing  free  will  (liberum  arbitrium);  the  fundamental  notion 
of  Augustinianism  is  grace,  and  in  the  Pelagian  controversy  the 
grace  of  God  through  Christ4  In  Pelagianism  the  doctrine  of 
grace  amounts  to  an  "  appendix  "  badly  connected  with  the 
main  subject ;  in  Augustinianism  the  doctrine  of  nature  is  beset 

1  That  Augustinianism  is  identical  with  Manichaeism  runs  through  Julian's  polemic 
like  a  red  line.     "  Sub  laude  baptismatis  eructat  Augustinus  Manichaeorum  sordes  ac 
naturale  peccatum,  ut  ecclesise  catholicae  pura  hactenus  sacramenta  contaminet  "  (Op. 
imp.  I.  9). 

2  His  condemnation  was,  therefore — from  a  legal  standpoint — not  above  question  ; 
the  rejection  of  his  eneigetic  appeal  to  freedom  in  Church  instruction  not  in  every 
respect  salutary. 

3  But  from  this  point  of  view  it  could  not  be  thoroughly  opposed.     Augustinianism 
could  alone  overcome  it.     Augustine's  criticism  of  this  system  will  be  best  given 
through  an  exposition  of  his  own. 

4  Therefore  the  Pelagians  attacked  Augustine's  doctrine  of  nature,  and  he  their 
doctrine  of  grace.     Everything  that  Augustine  has  to  say  to  the  Pelagians  springs 
properly  from  the  proof  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  grace,  and  therefore 
also  of  that  of  sin. 
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with  contradictions,  because  it  is  impossible  to  give  a  rational 
account  of  nature  and  history  from  the  standpoint  of  the  grace  of 
experience.  For  it  is  absolutely  impossible  to  develop  as  a 
rational  doctrine  the  conviction  of  the  transforming  grace  of 
God  who  is  also  the  creator ;  it  must  begin  and  end  with  the 
confession  :  "  How  incomprehensible  are  God's  judgments  and 
hovv  inscrutable  his  ways!"  Augustine,  sneered  at  as  "  Aris- 
toteles  Pcenorum  "  as  "  philosophaster  Pcenorum  "  (Op.  imperf. 
III.  198,  V.  n),  knew  this  also.  But  living  in  an  age  when  it 
was  held  to  be  culpable  ignorance  and  unbelief  not  to  answer 
all  possible  questions,  and  penetrated  by  the  vulgar  conviction 
that  Holy  Scripture  solved  all  problems,  he,  too,  made  the  high 
est  facts  and  the  feelings  of  the  inner  life  which  he  had  gained 
in  the  gospel  the  starting-point  of  a  description  of  "  primitive 
history  "  and  the  history  of  mankind  that  could  not  but  end  in 
contradictions.  At  the  same  time,  the  pathological  experiences 
of  the  course  of  his  life  are  mirrored  in  this  description.  The 
stream  of  living  water  still  bears  in  its  depths  traces  of  the 
gloomy  banks  past  which  it  once  had  flowed,  and  into  which  it 
had  almost  sunk.1 

i.  Mankind  is,  as  experience  shows,  a  "mass  of  sin" 
[massa  peccati  (perditionis)],  waited  on  by  death,  and  incapable 
of  raising  itself  to  the  good  ;  for  having  revolted  from  God,  it 
could  no  more  return  to  him  than  an  empty  vessel  could  refill 
itself.  But  in  Christ  the  Redeemer — and  in  him  alone — the 
grace  of  God  manifested  itself  and  entered  on  the  work  of  man's 
deliverance.  Christ  by  his  death  removed  the  gulf  between  God 
and  mankind — breaking  the  rule  of  the  devil — so  that  the  grace 
of  God,  which  for  that  reason  is  gratia  per  (propter)  Christian, 
could  pursue  its  work.2  This  free  grace  {gratia  gratis 

1  Since  Augustine's  fundamental   theological   conceptions  have  been  already  dis 
cussed  above  (see  p.  94  ff. ),  we  have  here  only  to  examine  the  doctrine  of  grace,  and 
that  of  sin  and  the  primitive  state.     This  order  is  self-evident,  while  Pelagianism 
started  at  the  doctrine  of  an  indestructible  nature. 

2  Expositions  of  the  death  of  Christ  as  the  ground  of  salvation  are  frequent  in 
Augustine.     But  they  refer  mostly  to  the  reign  of  the  devil,  which  was  legally  abro 
gated  by  Christ's  death  ;  on  the  other  hand,  they  are  much  rarer  when  Aujrustine 
speaks   of  positive  redemption.     This   deliverance   from   the  devil's  power  was  the 
common  conception  of  Christ's  death ;  it  was  the  prelittm  paid  for  us  to  the  devil, 
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data] l  working  in  the  Church,  is  beginning,  middle,  and  end.  Its 
aim  is  the  rescue  from  the  massa  perditionis,  that  as  guilty  falls 
justly  a  prey  to  eternal  death,  of  a  fixed  number  of  elect  (certus 
numerus  electorum),  who  enter  eternal  life.  They  are  saved 
because  God,  in  virtue  of  his  eternal  decree  of  salvation,  has  pre 
destinated,  chosen,  called,  justified,  sanctified,  and  preserved 
them.2  This  is  done  through  grace,  which  thus  is  (i)  pre- 

which  he  could  not,  however,  retain.  But  it  plays  a  subordinate  part  in  Augustine's 
•vhole  system  ;  even  the  thought  that  God  must  be  propitiated,  of  which  we  have 
echoes  in  Augustine,  is  not  strictly  carried  out.  The  grace  of  God  to  him  means,  as 
a  rule,  the  annulling  of  the  state  of  sin.  It  is  involved,  however,  in  the  nature  of  the 
case,  that  the  reference  is  uncertain  ;  for  it  is  hard  to  demonstrate  how  a  "  state  "  is 
changed  effectively  by  the  death  of  Christ.  But  the  looseness  of  connection  was  also 
a  result  of  Augustine's  conception  of  God  ;  for  grace,  at  bottom,  emanated  from  the 
inscrutable  decree  of  God,  or  the  bonum  esse.  Augustine  rarely  connects  gratia  infusa 
in  his  thought  with  Christ,  but  with  caritas,  which  is  the  essence  of  the  Good.  Heie 
we  have  once  more  to  remember  that  Christ  himself,  as  a  historical  manifestation, 
was  an  instance  in  Augustine's  view  of  predestinating  grace  (see  above,  p.  129). 
"Therefore  the  activity  of  Christ,  who,  as  living  eternally,  works  directly  in  us,  is 
loosely  connected  with  the  historical  process  of  propitiation  "  (Dorner,  p.  182).  That 
is,  this  "  ever  living  Christ  "is  himself  nothing  but  grace.  In  Enchir.  ic8,  Augustine 
has  summed  up  all  he  had  to  say  on  the  import  of  Christ's  work  ;  but  it  will  be 
found  that,  although  the  reconciliatio  cum  deo — only,  indeed,  as  restoration  to  God — 
is  not  wanting,  what  is  called  "objective  redemption"  is  left  pretty  much  in  the 
background.  Augustine  accordingly  conceived  the  import  of  Christ  spiritually : 
"  Neque  per  ipsum  liberaremur  unum  mediatorem  dei  et  hominum  hominem  Jesum 
Christum,  nisi  esset  et  deus.  Sed  cum  factus  est  Adam  homo,  scil.  rectus,  mediatore 
non  opus  erat.  Cum  vero  genus  humanum  peccata  longe  separaverunt  a  deo,  per 
mediatorem,  qui  solus  sine  peccato  natus  est,  vixit,  occisus  est,  reconciliaii  nos  oporte- 
bat  deo  usque  ad  camis  resurrectionem  in  vitam  aeternam,  ut  humana  superbia  per 
humilitatem  dei  arg iieretur  (that  is  the  main  thought,  see  above,  p.  131  f. )  ac  sanaretitr 
et  denwnstraretur  homini  quam  loiige  a  deo  recesserat  (to-day  this  conception  of 
Christ's  work  would  be  called  rationalistic),  cum  per  incarnatum  deum  revocaretur  et 
exemplnni  obedientia  per  hominem-deuin  (this  expression,  "  homo-deus "  was  not 
used,  so  far  as  I  know,  before  Augustine)  contumaci  homini  pr&beretur,  et  unigenito 
suscipiente  formam  servi,  quae  nihil  ante  meruerat,  fons  gratiae  panderetur  et  farm's 
etiam  resurrectio  redemptis  promissa  in  ipso  redemftore  pramonstraretur,  et  per 
eandem  naturam  quam  se  decepisse  laetabatur,  diabolus  vinceretur,  nee  tamen  homo 
gloiiaretur,  ne  itertim  superbia  nasceretur,  etc." 

1  Enchir.  107  :  "  Gratia  vero  nisi  gratis  est,  gratia  non  est." 

2  See  the  writings  De   corrept.   et  gratia,  De  dono  perseverantiae,  De   praedest. 
sanctorum,  as  well  as  expositions  in  all  the  works  of  Augustine's  last  years  ;  for  they 
never  fail  to  prove  that  he  more  and  more  recognised  the  doctrine  of  predestinating 
grace  to  be  the  main  one.     Predestination  does  not  rest  on  the  foreknowledge  that 
those  particulai   men  would  follow  grace,  but  it  effects  this  result.     The  scriptural 
proof  is  Rom.  IX.  (see  De  prsedest.  34). 
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venient ;l  for  it  must  first  create  the  good  will  (faith).2  (This 
prevenient  grace  can  be  combined  with  "  the  call "  (vocatio) ; 3 
but  we  must  even  here  remember  that  the  call  comes  to  some 
who  are  not  "  called  according  to  the  purpose."4  In  the  strict 
sense  the  whole  transactions  of  grace  apply  only  to  those  who 
are  predestinated  ; 5  in  the  wider  sense,  grace  operates  as  far  as 
sanctification  in  a  much  greater  circle,  who,  however,  finally  perish, 
because  they  have  not  received  its  last  work.)6  Augustine  has 
inserted  his  whole  religious  experience  in  the  confession  of  free 
and  prevenient  grace.  He  nowhere  speaks  with  greater  convic 
tion,  more  simply  and  grandly,  than  where  he  praises  the  grace 
that  snatches  man  from  his  sinful  condition.  But  grace  (2) 
works  co-operatively?  This  work  evolves  itself  in  a  series  of 
stages,  since  naturally  it  is  only  possible  slowly  and  gradually 
to  reach  the  goal  whose  attainment  is  desired,  viz.,  the  persever 
ance  and  complete  and  actual  regeneration  of  man  8 — re-creation 

1  Enchir.   32  :    "  Nolentem   prsevenit   ut   velit,   volentem  subsequitur,   ne   frustra 
velit."     De  gratia  et  lib.  arb.  33  :  "  prseparat  voluntatem  et  cooperando  perficit,  quod 
operando  inficit.     Quoniam  ipse  ut  velimus  operatur  incipiens."     There  are  countless 
other  passages. 

2  De  spir  et  litt.  34  :  "  Non  credere  potest  quodlibet  libero  arbitrio,  si  nulla  sit 
suasio  vel  vocatio  cui  credat ;  profecto  et  ipsum  velle  credere  deus  operatur  in  homine 
et  in  omnibus  miseiicordia  ejus  praevenit  nos  :  consentire  autem  vocationi  dei  vel  ab 
ea  dissentire  propriae  voluntatis  est."     Augustine's  favourite  text  was,  "  Quid  habes, 
quod  non  accepisti." 

3  See  preceding  note. 

4  See  Augustine's  last  writings,  e.g,,  De  corr.   39  ;  De  prsed.   32.     The  means  of 
grace  are  uncertain  ;  the  universal  vocatio  should  be  successful,  but  it  is  not. 

5  Here  it  is  true  that  "deus  ita  suadet  ut  persuadeat."     De  prsedest,  34  :  "  Electi 
sunt  ante  mundi  constitutionem  ea  praedestinatione,  in  qua  deus  sua  futura  facta  prae- 
scivit  ;  electi  sunt  autem  de  mundo  ea  vocatione,  qua  deus  id,  quod  praedestinavit, 
implevit.     Quos  enim  praedestinavit,  ipsos  et  vocavit,  ilia  scilicet  vocatione  secundum 
propositum,  non  ergo  alias  sed  quos  pr&destinavit  ipsos  et  vocavit,  nee  alios,  sed  quos 
praedestinavit,  vocavit  justificavit,  ipsos  et  glorificavit,  illo  utique  fine,  qui  non  habet 
finem." 

6  Therefore  it  was  possible  for  Augustine  to  conceive  the  means  of  grace  as  acting 
in  the  case  of  heietics,  because  he  felt  their  efficacy  in  general  to  be  in  the  end  un 
certain. 

7  See  above,  note  I.     The  commonest  term  is  "  adjutorium,"  which  the  Pelagians 
also  used,  but  with  a  quite  different  meaning.     They  thought  of  a  crutch,  Augustine 
of  a  necessary  power. 

8  That  is,  this  regeneration,  surpassing  forgiveness  of  sin  and  faith,  is  .always  con 
sidered  the  goal.     That  is  the  moral  phase  of  the  religious  movement.     Renovatio  = 
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into  good  men — accordingly  his  being  rendered  capable  of  doing 
good  works  of  piety  and  possessing  merit.  The  calling  (vocatio) 
first  results  in  faith  as  God's  gift.  This  faith  is  itself  subject  to 
growth,  i.e.,  it  begins  as  unquestioning  acceptance  based  on  the 
authority  of  the  Church  and  Scripture  ;  it  presents  itself  further 
as  obedience,  then  trust  (fiducia)  believing  God,  belief  about 
God,  belief  on  God  (credere  deum,  credere  de  deo,  credere  in 
deum)  and  as  such  passes  into  love.1  Parallel  with  this  goes 
the  effective  (visible)  action  of  grace  in  the  Church,2  which 
begins  with  the  remission  of  sins.3  This  is  administered  in  bap 
tism,  and  since  the  latter  removes  the  guilt  of  original  sin,4  and 
blots  out  sins  previously  committed,  it  is  the  "  bath  of  regenera 
tion."  But  it  is  so  only  as  an  initiatory  act ;  for  the  actual 
justification,  which  corresponds  to  co-operating  grace,  is  not  yet 
gained,  where  sin  is  no  longer  imputed,  but  only  where  the  irre 
ligious  man  has  become  just,  where  accordingly  an  actual  renova 
tion  has  taken  place.  This  is  effected  through  the  infusion  of 
love  into  the  heart  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  this  love  substitutes 

justification  sanctificatio  =  sanctitas.     Thus  even  regeneration  is  only  perfect  at  the 
close.     Enchir.  31  :  "  We  become  free  when  God  fashions  us  into  good  men." 

1  On  faith  as  an  advancing  process  of  faith  see  Dorner,  pp.  183-195.     Originally, 
faith  is  contrasted  with  knowledge  ;  it  is  the  acceptance  on  authority  of  things  we 
cannot  know,  nay,  of  what  is  contrary  to  reason  ;  but  it  grows  into  assensus,  fiducia, 
and  spiritual  perception,  and  thus  passes  into  love,  or,  according  to  Paul  and  James, 
into  the  faith  that  works  in  love. 

2  Yet,  as  follows  from  the  above  exposition,  the  whole  process  of  grace  is  com 
pletely  subjective,  although  the  parallel  of  the  rites  of  the  Church  is  maintained. 

3  Augustine  was  the  first  to  make  baptism  a  real  act  of  initiation  (Ench.  64  :  "a 
baptismate  incipit  renovatio  ").     The  forgiveness  of  sins  has  an  independent  value 
only  for  the  baptised  child  if  it  dies  ;  otherwise  it  is  an  initiation.     Here,  and  for  this 
reason,  we  have  Luther's  divergence  in  the  notion  of  faith.     De  grat.  et  lib.  arb.  27  : 
"  neque  scientia  divinse  legis,  neque  natura  neque  sola  remissio  peccatorwn  est  ilia 
gratia  per  Christum,  sed  ipsa  facit,  ut  lex  impleatur." 

4  For  Augustine's  system  it  is  a  grave  defect,  sufficiently  animadverted  on  also  by 
the  Pelagians,  that  baptism  only  removes  the  guilt  of  inherited  sin  ;  for  with  him 
removal  of  guilt  is  really  a  slight  matter,  in  any  case  not  the  chief  concern.     But  in 
the  formulas  the"non  imputare,"  as  well  as^fofor,  undoubtedly  appears  as  the  chief 
thing.     In  reality,  while  the  removal  of  guilt  is  the  object  of  fides  kistorica,  sin  is 
blotted  out  by  gratia  infnsa.     Where  Augustine  seeks  to  retain  guilt  as  the  supreme 
conception,  he  always  turns  to  its  punishment.     Man  is  emptied  by  sin.     Thus  sin 
bears  its  punishment  in  itself.     Man  despoiled,  however,  is  much  too  dependent,  too 
much  of  a  cipher,  to  be  able  to  possess  guilt. 
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good  for  evil  desire  (concupiscence).  That  is,  the  man  now  not 
only  makes  the  joyful  confession  :  "  To  me  to  cleave  to  God  is 
a  good  thing,"  and  delights  in  God  as  the  summum  bonum, 
instead  of  in  perishable  possessions  (the  humility  of  faith,  love 
and  hope  in  place  of  pride  of  heart),  but  gains  also  the  power  to 
do  good  works.  This  new  frame  of  mind  and  capacity,  which 
grace  begets  through  the  gift  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  the  experi 
ence  of  justification  by  faith  (justificatio  ex  fide).1 

Justification  is  an  act  that  takes  place  once  for  all,  and  is 
completed  sub  specie  ceternitatis,  and  with  reference  to  the  fact 
that  everything  can  be  comprised  in  faith.  As  an  empirical 
experience,  however,  it  is  a  process  never  completed  in  this 
world,  because  the  being  replenished  with  faith,  which  through 
love  labours  to  effect  the  complete  transformation  of  man,  is 
itself  subject  to  limitation  in  our  present  life.2  This  operation 

1  The  iansxAs.  justificatio   ex  fide  is  very  frequent  in  Augustine.     De  spiritu  et  litt. 
45  :   "  cum  dicat  gratis  justificari  hominem  per  fidem  sine  operibus  legis,  nihil  aliud 
volens  intelligi  in  eo,  quod  dicit  gratis,  nisi  quia  justificationem  opera  non  praece- 
dunt.   .  .   Quid  est  aliud  justificati  quam  ju.sti  facti  ab  illo  scilicet  qui  justificat  impium 
ut  ex  impio  fiat  Justus."  15  :  "  non  quod  sine  voluntate  nostra  justificatio  fiat,  sed 
voluntas  nostra  ostenditur  infirma  per  legem,  ut  sanet  gratia  voluntatem   et  sanata 
voluntas  impleat  legem."  C.  Jul.  II.  23  :  "justificatio  in  hac  vita  nobis  secundum  tria 
ista  confertur :  prius  lavacro  regenerationis,  quo  remittuntur  cuncta  peccata,  deinde 
congressione  cum  vitiis,  a  quorum  reatu  absoluti  sumus,  tertio  dum  nostra  exaudiatur 
oratio,  qua  dicimus,  Dimitte  nobis  debita  nostra."     The  whole  process  up  to  the 
ineritis  and  vita  aterna  in  De  gratia  et  lib.  arb.  20.     Love  alone  decides  salvation, 
because  it  alone  replenishes  the  man  despoiled  by  sin.     Man  receives  his  final  salva 
tion  by  being  restored  through  the  spirit  of  love  to  goodness,  being,  and  God,  and  by 
being  united  with  him  mystically  yet  really.     The  depreciation  of  faith  follows  neces 
sarily  from  the  notions  of  God,  the  creature  and  sin,  all  three  of  which  have  the  mark 
of  the  acosmic.     Since  there  is  no  independence  beside  God,  the  act  of  faith  on  the 
part  of  a  subject  in  the  presence  of  God  only  obtains  any  value  when  it  is  transformed 
into  union  with  God — the  "  being  filled  "  by  God.     This  union,  however,  is  a  pro 
duct  of  the  freed  will  and  gratia  (cooferans). 

2  This  is  argued  very  often  by  Augustine.     The  bon  i  concupiscentia  can,  as  experi 
ence  shows,   never  wholly  supplant  on  earth  the  mala.    (De  spiritu  6  :  "  adjuvat 
spiritus  sanctus  inspirans  pro  concupiscentia  mala  concupiscentiam  bonam,  hoc  est 
caritatem  diffundens  in  cordibus  nostris.")      For  this  very  reason  diffusio  caritatis 
(gratia  infusa,  inspiratio  dilectio — Augustine  has  many  synonyms  for  this  power  of 
justification)  is  never  perfected.    Thus  justification,  which  is  identical  with  sanctifica- 
tion,  is  never  completed  because  "  opera  "  also  are  essential  to  it.    Augustine  appealed 
expressly  to  James.      Gratia,   however,   is   never  imparted  secundum   merita   boinr 
vohmtatis,  let  alone  bonorum  operum  ;  it  first  calls  them  forth. 
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of  the  spirit  of  love  has  its  parallel  in  the  effective  (visible) 
dealings  of  grace  in  the  Church,  and  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper 
(the  incorporation  into  the  love  and  unity  of  Christ's  body)  as 
well  as  in  the  Eucharistic  sacrifice,  penance,  and  Church  works, 
so  far  as  these  are  capable  of  blotting  out  sin.1  These  works, 
however,  possess  sti.l  another  value.  Renunciation  of  worldly 
pleasure  is  only  completed  in  asceticism,  and  since  at  the 
Judgment  God  will  deal  with  us  in  accordance  with  our  works, 
the  completion  of  justification  can  only  consist  in  the  sancti- 
fication,  in  virtue  of  which  particular  possessions — marriage, 
property,  etc. — are  wholly  abandoned.  It  is  not,  indeed, 
absolutely  necessary  for  everyone  to  fulfil  the  counsels  of  the 
gospel  (consilia  evangelica) ;  we  can  live  in  faith,  hope,  and  love 
without  them.  God's  grace  does  not  make  everyone  a  saint,2 
to  be  worshipped,  and  to  be  implored  to  intercede  for  us.  But 
everybody  who  is  to  be  crowned  must  ultimately  possess  merits 
in  some  degree ;  for,  at  the  Judgment,  merits  will  alone  be 
crowned,  these  ever  being,  indeed,  like  all  good,  God's  gifts.3 
But  the  perseverance  of  the  elect  in  love  through  the  whole 
course  of  their  life  until  the  Judgment  15(3)  the  highest  and  last 
gift  of  grace,  which  now  appears  as  irresistible.  Perseverance 
to  the  end  is  the  good,  without  which  all  that  went  before  is 
nothing.  Therefore,  in  a  sense,  it  alone  is  grace  ;  for  only  those 
are  finally  saved  who  have  obtained  this  irresistible  grace. 
The  called  who  do  not  possess  it  are  lost.  But  why  only  a  few 

1  See  above,  p.  155.     We  have  to  notice  here  also  the  juxtaposition  of  the  two  pro 
cesses,  the  outer  and  inner.    For  the  rest,  the  whole  account  of  the  process  of  salvation 
is  not  yet  reduced  to  a  strict    plan.     Augustine  still  confuses  the  stages,  and,  fortu 
nately,  has  no  fixed  terminology.     Scholasticism  first  changed  all  this. 

2  No  one  can  wholly  avoid  sin  ;  but  the  saints  can  refrain  from  crimes  (Enchir.  64). 

3  The  work  "  De  fide  et  operibus  "  is  especially  important  at  this  point.    Augustine 
expressly  denies,  c.  40,  that  faith  and  knowledge  of  God  suffice  for  final  blessedness. 
He  holds  by  the  saying  :  "  Hereby  we  know  him,  if  we  keep  his  commandments." 
Against  reformers  like  Jovinian,  and  not  only  against  them,  he  defended  the  consilia, 
monachism,  the  higher  morality,  and  the  saints.     De  gratia  et  lib.  arb.  i  :    "  per 
gratiam  dei  bona  merita  comparamus  quibus  ad  vitam  perveniamus  aeternam."     By 
these  merita,  works  thoroughly  ascetic  are  to  be  understood  ;  see  also  the  writings,  De 
sancta  virgin.,  and  De  bono  viduit.,  in  which,  for  the  rest,  Augustine  is  still  more 
favourable  to  marriage  than  at  a  later  date.     His  writings  are  at  all  times  marked  by 
a  lofty  appreciation  of  almsgiving. 
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obtain  this  gift,  though  it  is  bestowed  secundum  merita,  is  God's 
secret.1  Eternal  life  and  eternal  damnation  are  decreed  by  one 
and  the  same  justice.2 

2.  The  doctrine  of  sin,  the  Fall,  and  the  primitive  state  is 
sketched  from  the  standpoint  of  free  and  prevenient  grace.  It 
follows  from  the  doctrine  of  grace  that  sin  characterises  man 
kind  as  they  now  exist.  Sin  presents  itself  essentially  as 
being  without  God  (carentia  dei),  the  voluntary  diminution  of 
strength  of  being.3  The  failure  to  possess  God  (privatio  boni), 
the  non  inh&rere  deo,  constitutes  sin,  and,  indeed,  the  two 
thoughts — the  one  metaphysical,  that  sin  is  defect  of  being,  the 
other  ethical,  that  it  is  defect  of  goodness — coincide  as  we  reflect 
on  them,4  just  as  in  the  examination  of  grace  the  metaphysical 
(the  rinding  of  being  from  not-being)  and  the  ethico-religious 
elements  always  accord.  This  sin  is  a  state:  the  wretched 
necessity  of  being  unable  to  refrain  from  sinning  (misera  necess- 
itas  non  posse  non  peccandi).  Freedom  in  the  sense  of  free 
choice  is  not  destroyed  ; 5  but  the  freedom  still  existing  always 
leads  to  sin ;  and  this  state  is  all  the  more  dreadful,  as  there 
exists  a  certain  knowledge  of  the  good,  nay,  even  a  powerless 
desire  for  it,  which  invariably  succumbs.6  Positively,  however, 
the  sinful  state  presents  itself  as  the  rule  of  the  devil  over  men, 


1  That  grace  is  grafts  data  only  appears  certain  to  Augustine  from  the  contention 
that  it  is  irresistibilis,  and  embraces  the  domim  perseverantia.     The  doctrine  that  the 
election  of  grace  is  unconditioned  thus  appears  most  plainly  at  the  close  of  the  whole 
line  of  thought ;  see  De  corrept  et  grat.  34,  and  the  writings  De  dono  persev.  and  De 
prsedest.  sanct.     But,  according  to  Augustine,  no  one  can  be  certain  that  he  possesses 
this  grace.     Therefore  with  all  his  horror  of  sin,  Augustine  had  not  experienced  the 
horror  of  uncertainty  of  salvation.     For  this  reason  Christ  can  take  so  secondary  a 
place  in  the  working  out  of  the  process  of  grace.   Christ  is  for  him  the  Redeemer,  and 
is  actively  present  in  the  Sacraments ;  but  he  is  not  the  pledge  of  the  inner  assurance 
of  salvation. 

2  But  Augustine  assumes  different  degrees  also  in  definitive  salvation  and  perdition. 
That  is  characteristic  for  his  moral  theory. 

3  Dorner,  p.  124  ff. 

*  See  above,  p.  1 14  f. 

5  This  was  constantly  admitted  by  Augustine. 

6  We  find  in  Augustine  the  two  positions,  that  sinful  man  does  not  will  goodness, 
and  that  he  yet,   under  a  blind  impulse,  pursues  blessings,  nay,  even  the  good,  but 
without  ever  attaining  them. 
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as  pride^-  and  concupiscence?1  From  that  rule  it  follows  that 
man  must  be  redeemed  from  without  before  he  can  be  helped.3 
Pride  in  relation  to  God  and  concupiscence  show  that  man  is 
sinful  in  soul  and  body.  Yet  the  emphasis  falls  on  concupis 
cence  ; 4  it  is  the  lower  desire,  sensuous  lust,  which  shows  itself 
above  all  in  the  lust  of  the  flesh.  The  motus  genitalium,  inde 
pendent  even  of  the  will,  teaches  us  that  nature  is  corrupt;  it  has 
not  become  vice  (vitium),  but  it  is  vitiated  (natura  vitiata).5  It 

1  The  inclination  to  nothing  (not-being)  is  always  at  the  same  time  a  striving  for 
independence,  which  is  false,  and  ends  in  being  resultless. 

2  Pride  is  the  sin  of  the  soul,   concupiscence  essentially  that  of  the  body  which 
masters  the  soul.     The  inner  evolution  of  sin  from  privatio  (defectus)  boni  to  ignor- 
antia,  concupiscentia,  error,  dolor,  metus,  delectatio  morbida,  see  Enchir.  23.     What 
Augustine  always  regarded  most  in  sin  was  the  infirmity,  the  wound. 

3  The  work  of  the  historical  Christ  is  essentially  redemption  from  the  power  of  the 
devil. 

4  Here  enters  the  popular  Catholic  element,  still  further  accentuated,  however,  by 
Augustine.     Enchir.  117  :  "  Regnat  carnalis  cupiditas,  ubi  non  est  dei  caritas." 

5  The  extremely  disgusting  disquisitions  on  marriage  and  lust  in  the  polemical 
writings  against  Julian  (also  De  civ.  dei  XIV.)  are,  as  the  latter  rightly  perceived, 
hardly  independent  of  Augustine's  Manichaeism  :  (Julian,  indeed,  traces  Traducianism 
to  Manichaeism  ;  see  Op.  imperf.  III.    172).     (Manichaeism,  besides,  already  appears, 
in  the  treatment  of  the  "ex  nihilo,"  as  if  it  were  an  evil  substance  ;  Neoplatonism 
alone  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  explain  this  conception  ;  yet  the  above  dependence  can 
not  be  strictly  proved — see  Loofs,  D. -Gesch.,  3  Ed.,  p.  215.)     And  the  disquisitions 
are  by  no  means  a  mere  outwork  in  Augustine's  system ;  they  belong  to  its  very 
centre.     The  most  remarkable  feature  in  the  sexual  sphere  was,  in  his  view,  the  in- 
voluntariness  of  the  impulse.     But  instead  of  inferring  that  it  could  not  therefore  be 
sinful — and  this  should  have  been  the  inference  in  keeping  with  the  principle  "  omne 
peccatum  ex  voluntate  " — he  rather  concludes  that  there  is  a  sin  which  belongs  to 
nature,  namely,  to  natura  vitiata,  and  not  to  the  sphere  of  the  will.     He  accordingly 
perceives  a  sin  rooted  in  natura,  of  course  in  the  form  which  it  has  assumed,  a  sin 
that  propagates  itself  with  our  nature.     It  would  be  easy  now  to  prove  that  in  think 
ing  of  inherited  sin,  he  always  has  chiefly  in  view  this  very  sin,  the  lust  of  procreation; 
but  it  is  impracticable  to  quote  his  material  here.     It  is  clear  that  inherited  sin  is  the 
basis  of  all  wickedness,  and  that  it  is  in  quite  a  different  position  from  actual  sins, 
because  in  it  nature,  having  become  evil,  infects  the  -whole  being.    But  it  is  obvious  that 
this  was  an  unheard  of  novelty  in  the  Church,  and  must  be  explained  by  reference  to 
Manichaeism.     Of  course   Augustine  did  not  intend  to  be  a  Manichaean.     He  dis 
tinguishes  sharply  between  vitium  and  natura  vitiata  (De  nupt.  36  ;  Op.  imp.  III. 
188,  etc.,  etc.,)  ;  he  strives  to  introduce  the  "voluntarium  "  even  into  inherited  sin 
(Retract.    I.    13,   5)  ;  but  dualism  is  not  surmounted  simply   by   supposing   nature 
to  have  become  "  mala,"  and  yet  to  propagate  itself  as  evil,  and  the  voluntarium  is  a 
mere  assertion.     The  dualism  lies  in  the  proposition  that  children  possess  original 
sin,  because  their  parents  have  procreated  them  in  lust — and  by  this  proposition  stands 
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therefore  propagates  sin.  That  it  does  so  is  attested  by  the 
evidence  of  the  senses,  the  sensuous,  and  therefore  sinful  pleasure 
in  the  act  of  procreation,  and  by  Holy  Scripture  (Rom.  V.  12  f.). 
Thus  mankind  is  a  massa  perditionis  also  in  the  sense  that  it 
procreates  sin  in  itself  from  a  corrupt  nature.  But  since  the 
soul  in  all  probability  is  not  procreated  at  the  same  time,  it  is 
in  each  case  created  by  God,1  so  the  body,  begotten  in  the  lust 
of  the  flesh,  is  quite  essentially  the  bearer  of  sin.2  That  the 
latter  thus  descends  is  decreed  by  God  ;  for  sin  is  not  always 
merely  sin,  but  also,  or  often  only,  the  punishment  of  sin 
(peccatum  and  malum  combine  in  the  sense  of  evil).3  The  sin 
which  descends  in  the  massa  perditionis  (peccatum  originis, 
tradux  peccati)  is  at  once  sin  and  sin's  punishment.  This  has 
been  ordained  by  him  who  decreed  sins  (the  "ordinator  pecca- 
torum)."  Every  desire  involves  infatuation.  It  is  the  penalty 
of  sin  that  we  do  the  evil  we  would  not.  Every  sin  carries 
with  it  dissolution,  the  death  of  the  sinner.  It  rends  and 

or  falls  the  doctrine  of  original  sin  (De  nupt.  II.  15).  So  also  Christ  has  sinlessness 
attributed  to  him,  because  he  was  not  born  of  marriage  (Ench.  41,  34),  and  Augustine 
imagined  paradisaical  marriages  in  which  children  were  begotten  without  lust,  or,  as 
Julian  says  jestingly,  were  to  be  shaken  from  trees.  All  that  he  here  maintains  had 
been  long  ago  held  by  Marcion  and  the  Gnostics.  One  would  have,  in  fact,  to  be  a 
very  rough  being  not  to  be  able,  and  that  without  Manichreism,  to  sympathise  with 
his  feeling.  But  to  yield  to  it  so  far  as  Augustine  did,  without  rejecting  marriage  in 
consequence,  could  only  happen  at  a  time  when  doctrines  were  as  confused  as  in  the 
fifth  century.  Those,  indeed,  have  increased  the  confusion  still  further,  who  have 
believed  that  they  could  retain  Augustine's  doctrine  of  inherited  sin  while  rejecting 
his  teaching  as  to  concupiscence.  But  the  history  of  dogma  is  the  history  of  ever 
increasing  confusions,  and  of  a  growing  indifference  not  only  to  the  absurd,  but  also 
10  contradictions,  because  the  Church  was  only  with  difficulty  capable  of  giving  up 
anything  found  in  tradition.  It  cannot  also  be  said  that  Augustine  by  his  theory 
simply  gave  expression  to  the  monastic  tendency  (Jerome,  indeed,  has  gone  just  as  far 
in  his  rejection  of  marriage — see  lib.  adv.  Jovin.)  ;  for  this  was  a  tendency  and  not 
a  theory.  The  legitimate  point  in  Augustine's  doctrine  lies  in  the  judgment  passed 
by  the  child  of  God  on  himself,  viz.,  that  without  God  he  is  wretched,  and  that  this 
wretchedness  is  guilt.  But  this  paradox  of  the  verdict  of  faith  is  no  key  to  the 
understanding  of  history. 

1  See  the  correspondence  with  Jerome  on  this  point  which  was  never  settled  by 
Augustine. 

2  This  destroys  the    beautiful  proposition  (pride  and  humility)  out  of  which,  of 
course,  no  historical  theories  could  be  constructed. 

»  On  sin  and  sin's  punishment  (inherited  sin  is  both),  see  Op.  imp.  I.  41-47,  but 
even  in  the  Confessions  often,  and  De  pecc.  mer.  II.  36. 
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dismembers  him,  it  empties  him  and  exhausts  him,  until  he  no 
longer  exists.  Thus  death  reigns  in  its  various  forms,  till  it 
reaches  eternal  death,  in  the  massa  perditionis.  This  humanity 
which  is  subject  to  the  dreary  necessity  of  not  being  able  to 
refrain  from  sin  (non  posse  non  peccare)  is  therefore  also  and  at 
the  same  time  subject  to  the  dreadful  necessity  of  not  being 
able  to  escape  death  (non  posse  non  mod).1  No  power  of  its 
own  can  rescue  it.  Its  best  deeds  are  all  stained  from  the 
roots ;  therefore  they  are  nothing  but  splendid  vices.  Its 
youngest  offspring,  even  if  they  have  done  nothing  sinful,  must 
necessarily  be  lost ;  for  since  they  possess  original  sin,  i.e.,  are 
destitute  of  God,  and  are  burdened  with  concupiscence,  they 
pass  justly  into  damnation.2  This  is  attested  also  by  the  Church 
when  it  baptises  newly-born  children.3 

How  did  this  state  arise — a  state  which  could  not  have  been 
due  to  God  the  creator?  Scripture  and  the  Church  answer: 
through  Adam's  Fall.  The  magnitude  of  this  Fall  had  already 
been  depicted  in  the  Church ;  but  from  his  standpoint  Augustine 
had  rightly  to  say  that  Adam's  sin,  and  therewith  sin  in  general, 
had  not  yet  been  duly  perceived — yet  the  Church,  as  its  insti 
tutions  prove,  had,  it  was  alleged,  appreciated  it  truly ;  writers, 
however,  had  fallen  short  of  this  estimate.  Adam's  Fall  was 

1  Even  inherited  sin  is  quite  enough  for  damnation,  as  Augustine  has  very  often 
maintained — and  rightly,  if  there  is  such  a  thing. 

2  "  Mitissima  poena  "  (Enchir.  103) — thus  the  man  permits  himself  to  soften  the 
inscrutable  righteousness   of  God  which  he  teaches  elsewhere.      He  answered  the 
question  why  then  should  God  continue  to  create  men  if  they  must  almost  all  be  lost, 
by  referring  to  baptism,  and  the  peculiar  power  of  Divine  Omnipotence  to  make  good 
out  of  evil.     Had  God  not  been  omnipotent,  then  he  could  not  have  permitted  evil 
(Enchir.  11);  "  melius  judicavit,  de  malis  bene  facere,  quam  mala  nulla  esse  per- 
mittere  "  (c.  27,  100).     But  he  himself  was  shaken  by  the  problem  presented  by  the 
death,  unbaptised,  of  Christian  children  (De  corr.  et  gr.  18).     All  who  are  lost  are 
juste  prredestinati  ad  poenam  (mortem) — see  Enchir.  100  ;  De  civ.  XXII.  24.   Whether 
God  damns  all,  or  pardons  some — nulla  est  iniquitas  ;  for  all  have  deserved  death 
(Enchir.   27).    "  Tenebatur  justa  damnatione  genus  humanum  et  omnes  erant  iree 
filii  (c.   33).     Here  in  the  later  writings  arises  the  doctrine  of  God's  twofold  will 
(judicium),  the  secret  and  the  manifest.    God  does  not  will  that  all  be  blessed  (Enchir. 
103). 

3  It  was  very  incorrect  to  derive  Augustine's  whole  conception  of  original  sin  from 
the  practice  of  infant  baptism.     It  was,  of  course,  very  important  to  him  as  a  means 
of  proof. 
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inconceivably  great.1  When,  in  the  hope  of  becoming  like  God, 
he  transgressed  God's  command  not  to  eat  the  apple,  all  con 
ceivable  sins  were  compressed  into  his  sin:  the  revolt  to  the  devil, 
pride  of  heart,  envy,  sensuous  lust — all  in  all  :  self-love  in  place 
of  love  of  God.2  And  it  was  all  the  more  dreadful,  as  it  was 
easy  for  Adam  to  refrain  from  sin.3  Therefore  also  came  the 
unspeakable  misery,  viz.,  the  punishment  of  sin,  with  and  in  sin, 
working  itself  out  in  death.  Adam  lost  the  possession  of  God.4 
This  was  followed  by  complete  deprivation  (defectio  boni), 
which  is  represented  as  the  death  of  the  soul  ;  for  the  latter 
without  God  is  dead  (spiritual  death,).5  The  dead  soul  is  now 
drawn  downwards ;  it  seeks  its  blessings  in  the  mutable  and 
perishable,  and  is  no  longer  capable  of  commanding  the  body. 
The  latter  then  asserted  itself  with  all  its  wanton  impulses,  and 
thus  corrupted  the  whole  human  nature.^ 

The  corruption  is  manifest  in  sexual  lust,  whose  sinfulness  is 
evidenced  by  compulsion  and  shame,  and  it  must  be  inherited 
since  the  central  seat  of  nature  is  disordered.7  It  indeed  still 

1  The  description  of  the  magnitude  of  Adam's  Fall  is  in  most  of  the  anti-Pelagian 
writings,  but  also  elsewhere. 

2  In  the  case  of  Adam's  Fall  Augustine  gives  the  greatest  prominence  to  the  sin  of 
the  soul :  "  in  paradiso  ab  animo  ccepit  elatio  "  (c.  Jul.  V.  17).     We  have  "  amor  sui  " 
as  chief  and  radical  sin  in  the  Confessions  ;  Enchir.  45  gives  a  precise  enumeration 
of  all  the  sins  committed  in  one  act  by  Adam. 

3  That  is,  he  was  not  only  created  good,  but  grace  stood  by  him  also  as  adjutorium  : 
see  under. 

*  The  grace  supporting  him  (adjutorium). 

5  Augustine  always  thinks  first  of  this  death.     That  the  Pelagians  accepted  for 
their  own  purposes,  since  they  held  natural  death  to  be  natural.     Augustine  never 
maintained  that  formal  freedom  had  been  lost  by  Adam's  sin,  nay,  in  C.  duas  epp. 
Pelag.  I.  5  he  distinctly  disputed  this  :  "  libertas  periit,  sed  ilia,  quse  in  paradiso  fuit, 
non  liberum  arbitrium."     But  Augustine  has  represented  the  latter  to  be  hopelessly 
hampered.     See  also  the  writing  De  gratia  et  lib.  arb.     In  it  he  says  (c.  45)  :  "  deus 
induravit  per  justum  judicium,  et  ipse  Pharao  per  liberum  arbitrium.     But  (Enchir. 
105) :  "  Multo  liberius  erit  arbitrium,  quod  omnino  non  potent  servire  peccato." 

6  Thus  sensuousness  appears  as  the  main  detriment. 

7  Enchir.  26  :  "  Hinc  post  peccatum  exul  effectus  stirpem  quoque  suam,  quam  pec- 
cando  in  se  tamquam  in  radice  vitiaverat,  pcena  mortis  et  damnationis  obstrinxit,  ut 
quidquid  prolis  ex  illo  et  simul  damnata  per  quam  peccaverat  conjuge  per  carnalem 
concupiscentiam,  in  qua  inobedientiae  poena  similis  [so  far  as  the  flesh  here  is  not 
obedient  to  the  will,  but  acts  of  itself]  retributa  est,  nasceretur,  traheret  originale 
peccatum,  quo  trcheretur  per  errores  doloresque  diversos  ad  illud  extremum  sup- 
plicium." 
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continues  to  be  capable  of  redemption — it  does  not  become  an  evil 
substance — but  it  is  so  corrupt  that  even  grace  can  only  blot  out 
the  guilt  (reatus)  of  original  sin  ;  it  cannot  completely  extirpate 
concupiscence  itself  in  the  elect,  as  is  proved  by  the  survival  of 
the  evil  sexual  lust.  This  inheriting  of  sin  and  of  Adam's  death 
is,  however,  not  merely  a  fact,  but  it  is  just,  because  Scripture 
says  that  we  have  all  sinned  in  Adam,1  because  all  owe  their 
life  to  sinful  lust,2  and  because — God  is  just. 

Adam's  Fall  presupposes  that  his  previous  constitution  had 
been  good.  This  is  taught,  too,  by  Scripture,  and  it  follows  like 
wise  from  the  assurance  that  God  is  the  creator,  and  the  good 
creator,  of  all  things.3  If  Adam  was  created  good,  then  he  pos 
sessed  not  only  everything  that  a  rational  creature  needs  (body 
and  soul  and  their  due  relationship  as  servant  and  master, 
reason  and  free  will),  but,  above  all,  grace  ever  supporting  and 
preserving  him,  the  adjutorium,  that  is  the  bond  of  union  with 
the  living  God  ;  for  the  virtuous  man  is  not  independent  of 
God  ;  he  is  only  independent  when  completely  dependent  on 
God.  Adam,  accordingly,  not  only  had  a  free  will,  but  this  will 
^vas  influenced  in  the  direction  of  God.*  For  this  very  reason  he 
was  free  (in  God) ;  but  he  was  also  free  (able)  to  will  evil ;  for 
evil  springs  from  freedom.  If  Adam  had  not  possessed  a  free 
will,  he  would  have  been  unable  to  sin  ;  but  in  that  case  he 
would  not  have  been  a  rational  creature.  So  he  possessed  the 

1  Augustine's  exposition  of  the  t(f>  <jj  in  De  pecc.  mer.  I.    n  ;  c.  Jul.  VI.  75  scl-  > 
Op.    imp.    II.    48-55    (against   mere   imitation).       The  translation    "in   quo"   was 
received  by  Augustine  from  tradition,  and  in  general  his  doctrine  of  original  sin  is  at 
this  point  closest  to  tradition.     If  he  had  contented  himself  with  the  mystical,  i.e., 
the  postulated,  conception  that  all  are  sinners,  because  they  somehow  were  all  in 
Adam,  his  theory  would  have  been  no  novelty.    But  this  "  in  quo  "  does  not  include, 
but  excludes,  original  sin  in  the  strict  sense  ;  all  are  sinners  personally,  because  they 
were  all  in  Adam,  or  were  Adam.     The  conception  that  Adam's  sin  passed  to  all 
as  actual  sin,  and  affected  them  through  contagion  (by  means  of  the  parents  who 
infect  their  children,  Enchir.  46 ;  doubts  as  to  the  extent  of  descent  by  inheritance, 
47),  is  the  complete  antithesis  of  that  mystical  conception. 

2  See  above,  p.  210  f. 

3  On  the  doctrine  of  the  primitive  state,  see  Dorner,  p.  114  ff. 

4  Both  formal  freedom  and  the  true  freedom  which  established  Adam's  obedience 
as  the  mater  omnium  virtutum  are  very  strongly  emphasised  by  Augustine  as  belong- 

ng  to  the  primitive  state  ;  De  civ.  XIV.  12  ;  De  bono  conjug.  32.     On  the  primi 
tive  state,  I.e.  XI. -XIV.  ;  De  corrept.  28-33. 
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power  not  to  sin,  or  die,  or  forsake  the  good  (posse  non  peccare, 
— mori, — deserere  bonum),  but  this  through  the  adjutorium 
(auxiliary  grace)  went  so  far  in  the  direction  of  inability  to  sin 
(non  posse  peccare)  that  it  would  have  been  easy  for  Adam  to 
attain  it.1  Had  he  attained  it  by  means  of  free  will  (liberum 
arbitrium),  he  would  have  received  perfect  blessedness  in  return 
for  the  merit  involved  in  his  perseverance,  he  would  have  re 
mained,  and  escaped  death,  in  Paradise,  and  would  have  begot 
ten  children  without  sinful  lust.  We  see  that  the  primitive  state 
was  meant  to  be  portrayed  in  accordance  with  the  state  of  grace 
of  the  present ;  but  an  important  difference  prevailed,  since  in 
the  former  case,  the  adjutorium  was  only  the  condition,  under 
which  Adam  could  use  his  free  will  lastingly  in  being  and  doing 

1  This  "ease"  is  strongly  emphasised  in  De  civ.  XIV.  12-15.  The  whole 
doctrine  of  the  primitive  state,  like  all  teaching  on  this  subject,  is  full  of  contradic 
tions  ;  for  we  have  here  a  grace  that  is  meant  to  be  actual,  and  is  yet  merely  a  con 
dition,  i.e.,  it  by  no  means  makes  a  man  good,  but  only  leaves  scope  to  the  will. 
Thereby  the  whole  doctrine  of  grace  is  upset ;  for  if  there  is  a  grace  at  all  which  only 
produces  iheflosse  non  peccare,  is  not  this  the  sole  significance  of  all  grace?  and  if 
that  is  correct,  were  not  the  Pelagians  right  ?  They,  of  course,  maintained  that 
grace  was  only  a  condition.  Augustinds  doctrine  of  grace  in  the  primitive  stale  {the 
adjutQrium)  is  Pelagian,  and  contradicts  his  doctrine  of  grace  elsewhere.  We  have 
here  the  clearest  proof  that  it  is  impossible  to  construct  a  history  from  the  standpoint 
of  predestinating  grace.  Augustine  falls  back  on  the  assumption  that  God  wished  to 
bestow  on  man  a  higher  good  than  that  he  had  received  at  first.  Enchir.  25,  105  : 
4i  Sic  enim  oportebat  prius  hominem  fieri,  ut  et  bene  velle  posset  et  male,  nee  gratis 
si  bene,  nee  impune,  si  male  ;  postea  vero  sic  erit,  ut  male  velle  non  possit,  nee  ideo 
libero  carebit  arbitrio  .  .  .  ordo  prsetermittendus  non  fuit,  in  quo  deus  ostendere 
voluit,  quam  bonum  sit  animal  rationale  quod  etiam  non  peccare  possit,  quamvis  sit 
nielius  quod  peccare  non  possit."  But  how  does  that  accord  with  irresistible  grace  ? 
Therefore  the  question  rightly  arises  (De  corrept.  et  gratia)  :  "  Quomodo  Adam  non 
perseverando  peccavit,  qui  perseverantiam  non  accepit  ?"  Is  not  the  whole  doctiine 
of  grace  upset  if  we  have  to  read  (Enchir.  106)  :  "  Minorem  immortalitatem  (i.e., 
posse  non  mori)  natura  humana  perdidit  per  liberum  arbitrium,  majorem  (i.e.,  non 
posse  mori)  est  acceptura  per  gratiam,  quam  fuerat,  si  non  peccasset,  acceptura  per 
meritum,  quamvis  sine  gratia  nee  tune  ullum  meritumesse  potuisset?"  Accordingly, 
at  the  beginning  and  end  (the  primitive  state  and  the  Judgment)  the  moral  view  is  set 
above  the  religious.  The  whole  doctrine  of  predestinating  irresistible  grace  is  set  in 
a  frame  incompatible  with  it.  Thus  Augustine  is  himself  responsible  if  his  Church  in 
after  times,  arguing  from  the  primitive  state  and  the  Judgment  (secundum  merita), 
has  eliminated  practically  his  doctrine  of  gratia  gratis  data.  He,  indeed,  said  himself 
(107)  :  "  ipsa  vita  ajterna  merces  est  operum  bonorum."  That  would  have  been  the 
case  with  Adam,  and  it  is  also  ours.  The  infralapsarian  doctrine  of  predestination, 
as  understood  by  Augustine,  is  very  different  from  Calvin's. 
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good,  while  in  the  latter,  it  is  the  power,  that,  being  irresistible, 
brings  fallen  man  to  perfection. 


Contemporary  criticism  on  this  system  may  here  be  briefly 
summed  up.  Augustine  contradicted  himself  in  maintaining 
that  all  ability  to  attain  goodness  had  been  lost,  and  in  yet  ad 
mitting  that  freedom  of  choice — the  decisive  thing — remained. 
His  notion  of  freedom  was  self-destructive,  since  he  defined 
freedom  as  lasting  dependence  on  God.  His  conception  of 
original  sin  was  self-contradictory,  because  he  himself  admitted 
that  sin  always  springs  from  the  will.  He  was  compelled  to 
teach  Traducianism,  which,  however,  is  a  heresy.  And  his 
Scriptural  exegesis  was  arbitrary.  In  particular,  God  provokes 
sins,  if  he  punishes  sin  with  sin,  and  decrees  the  reign  of  sin  ; 
he  is  unjust  if  he  imputes  to  men  the  sins  of  others,  while  for 
giving  them  their  own,  and,  further,  if  he  accepts  some,  and  not 
others,  just  as  he  pleases.  This  contention  leads  to  despair. 
Above  all,  however,  the  doctrine  of  original  sin  leads  to  Mani- 
chaean  dualism,  which  Augustine  never  surmounted,  and  is 
accordingly  an  impious  and  foolish  dogma.  For,  turn  as  he 
will,  Augustine  affirms  an  evil  nature,  and  therewith  a  diabolic 
creator  of  the  world.  His  doctrine  of  concupiscence  conduces  to 
the  same  view.  Besides,  he  depreciates  the  glorious  gift  of 
human  freedom,  nay,  even  divine  grace  in  Christ,  since  he  holds 
that  original  sin  is  never  entirely  removed.  Finally,  his  doc 
trines  of  the  exclusive  efficacy  of  grace  and  predestination  put 
an  end  not  only  to  asceticism  and  the  meritoriousness  of  good 
works,  but  also  to  all  human  doings.  It  is  useless  to  exhort, 
intercede  for,  or  blame  sinners,  etc.  In  the  end,  even  the  con 
nection  with  the  Church,  which  Augustine  insisted  on  so  ener 
getically  in  the  Donatist  controversy,  seemed  to  be  superseded. 

Truth  and  error  exist  side  by  side  in  these  observations. 
Perhaps  the  following  considerations  will  be  more  pertinent, 
(i)  The  impossibility  of  determining  the  fate  of  the  whole  body 
of  mankind  and  of  every  separate  individual  from  the  stand 
point  of  gratia  gratis  data,  is  shown  in  the  thesis  of  the  damna- 
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tion  of  children  who  die  unbaptised.  Here  Augustine  impugns 
the  thought  of  God's  righteousness.  But  this  thought  must 
become  worthless  altogether  if  everything  is  overruled  by  pre 
destinating  and  irresistible  grace.  Thereby  a  grave  injury  is 
inflicted  on  piety.  (2)  The  carrying  out  of  the  conception  of 
predestinating  grace,  which  should  be  no  more  than  a  senti 
ment,  confined  to  himself,  of  the  redeemed,  leads  to  a  determinism 
that  conflicts  with  the  gospel  and  imperils  the  vigour  of  our 
sense  of  freedom.  Besides,  the  assumption  of  irresistible  grace 
rests  above  all  experience,  even  above  that  of  the  believer,  and 
the  doctrine  of  God's  twofold  will  (see  de  grat.  et  lib.  arb.  45) 
makes  everything  affecting  faith  uncertain.  (3)  Augustine  did 
not  by  any  means  hold  so  certainly  that  grace  was  grace  through 
Christ,  as  that  it  proceeded  from  the  secret  operation  of  God. 
The  acosmic  Neoplatonic  element  in  the  doctrine  of  predestina 
tion  imperilled  not  only  the  efficacy  of  the  Word  and  Sacrament 
(vocatio  and  justificatio),  but  also  redemption  through  Christ  in 
general.  (4)  The  religious  tendency  in  the  system,  the  belief 
that  the  decisive  point  was  cleaving  or  not  cleaving  to  God,  re 
ceived  in  the  sequel  a  new  version,  and  the  moral  attitude 
became  rather  the  crucial  question — the  will,  of  course  when 
freed,  was  an  efficient  cause  of  righteousness.  For  this  reason 
the  meaning  of  forgiveness,  of  the  new  fundamental  relation  to 
God,  and  of  the  assurance  of  faith,  was  misunderstood.  The 
former  became  an  act  of  initiation,  the  relation  became  tempo 
rary,  and  the  assurance  of  faith,  which  even  according  to  the 
doctrine  of  predestination  need  not  arise,  was  lost  in  the  con 
ception  of  a  process  of  sanctification  never  or  almost  never 
completed  in  this  world,  a  process  to  which  various  grades  of 
salvation,  just  as  there  were  various  degrees  of  damnation,  cor 
responded  in  the  world  beyond.  What  a  proof  of  moralism  ! x 
Between  the  thesis  of  the  ancient  (Greek)  Church  :  "  Where  the 
knowledge  of  God  is,  come  also  life  and  salvation,"  and  Luther's 
principle :  "  Where  we  have  forgiveness  of  sins,  we  have  also 
life  and  salvation,"  we  find  Augustine's  :  "  Where  love  is  there 
also  follows  a  salvation  corresponding  to  the  measure  of  love." 

1  Enchir.  93  :  "  Tanto  quisque  tolerabiliorem  ibi  habebit  damnationem,  quanto  hie 
minorem  habuit  iniquitatem  !  "     Also  in. 
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Augustine  examined  the  equation  remission  of  sins=rgrace 
through  Christ,  and  expressly  rejected  it.  This  turn  he  gave 
his  doctrine  also  explains  the  contention  that  God,  in  the  end, 
crowns  our  merits,  a  view  that  conflicts  with  predestinating 
grace,  and  opens  the  door  to  a  refined  form  of  righteousness  by 
works.1  (5)  The  Neoplatonic  notion  of  God  and  the  monastic 
tendency  demand  that  all  love  should  at  the  same  time  present  it 
self  in  the  form  of  asceticism.  Thereby  love  drifts  still  further 
apart  from  faith  (as  fiducia),  threatens  the  sovereignty  of  the 
latter,  and  gives  free  scope  for  all  sorts  of  popular  Catholic  concep 
tions.  (6)  The  conception — necessary  in  the  system — of  Adam's 
Fall  and  original  sin  contains — apart  from  the  mythology  which 
here  takes  the  place  of  history — a  bundle  of  inconsistencies  and 
extremely  questionable  ideas.  The  latter  Augustine  also  per 
ceived,  and  he  tried,  but  without  success,  to  guard  against  them. 
Absolutely  Manichaean  is  the  view  that  man  sins  because  he 
was  created  from  nothing,  "  nothing  "  being  here  treated  as  an 
evil  principle.  (The  Neoplatonic  doctrine  also  sees  in  this 
"  nothing"  the  ground  of  sin ;  but  to  it  sin  is  merely  finitude. 
Augustine  took  a  more  profound  view  of  sin,  but  he  had  also  to 
conceive  the  nihil  as  "  more  evil "  in  proportion,  i.e.,  to  convert  it 
into  the  evil  substance  of  Manichism.)  Manichaean  also  is  the 
opinion  that  sexual  desire  is  sinful,  and  that  inherited  sin  is 
explained  simply  from  procreation  as  the  propagation  of  a 
vitiated  nature  (natura  vitiata).2  Absolutely  contradictory  are 

i  Augustine  attempted,  in  opposition  to  Pelagianism,  to  exhibit  the  difference 
between  the  law  and  faith  :  "  fides  impetrat  quod  lex  imperat."  He  also  succeeded 
as  far  as  the  difference  can  be  evolved  from  the  notion  of  grace  as  the  exclusive  opera 
tion  of  God.  But  since  he  had  not  obtained  an  insight  into  the  strict  and  exclusive 
cohesion  of  grace  and  faith,  he  did  not  succeed  in  thinking  out  and  holding  fast  the 
distinction  between  law  and  faith  to  the  end.  He  had  no  assured  experience  that  the 
law  prepared  the  way  for  wrath  and  despair.  At  this  point  Luther  intervened. 

It  is  perhaps  the  worst,  it  is  at  any  rate  the  most  odious,  consequence  of  Augus- 
tinianism,  that  the  Christian  religion  in  Catholicism  is  brought  into  particularly  close 
relations  to  the  sphere  of  sex.  The  combination  of  grace  and  sin  (in  which  the  latter 
takes  above  all  the  form  of  original  sin  identified  with  the  sexual  impulse  and  its 
excesses)  became  the  justification  of  that  gruesome  and  disgusting  raking  up  of 
human  filth,  which,  as  is  proved  by  the  moral  books  of  Catholicism,  is  a  chief  business 
of  the  priest,  the  celibate  priest  and  monk,  in  the  confessional.  The  dogmatic 
treatises  of  mediaeval  and  modern  times  give,  under  the  heading  "sin,"  a  wholly 
colourless  idea  of  what  is  really  considered  "sin,"  of  that  wliich  incessantly  occupies 
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the  positions  that  all  sin  springs  from  freedom  (the  will),  and 
that  children  just  born  are  in  a  state  of  sin.  It  is  extremely 
suspicious  to  find  that,  when  sin  is  more  minutely  dealt  with, 
concupiscence  is  practically  ranked  above  alienation  from  God 
(deo  non  adhaerere),  this  also,  indeed,  resulting  from  uncertainty 
as  to  Traducianism.  It  again  raises  our  doubts  when  we  see 
original  sin  treated  as  if  it  were  more  serious  than  actual  sin ; 
for  while  the  former  can  only  be  washed  out  by  baptism,  the 
latter  can  be  atoned  for  by  penance.  The  whole  doctrinal 
conception  at  this  point  shows  that  the  conviction  of  the 
redeemed,  that  without  God  he  is  lost  and  unfit  to  do  any  good 
work,  is  a  verdict  of  the  believer  on  himself,  a  verdict  that 
marks  a  limit,  but  can  never  become  a  principle  by  which  to 
consider  the  history  of  mankind.  At  this  point,  just  because  the 
contradictions  ivere  so  enormous,  the  development  of  dogmatic  with 
Augustine  was  on  the  verge  of  casting  off  the  immense  material  in 
wJiich  it  had  been  entangled,  and  of  withdrawing  from  the  inter 
pretation  of  the  world  and  history ;  but  as  Augustine  zvould 
not  abandon  that  material,  so  men  will  not,  even  at  the 
present  day,  let  it  go,  because  they  suppose  that  the  Bible 
protects  it,  and  because  they  will  not  learn  the  humility 
of  faith,  that  shows  itself  in  renunciation  of  the  attempt 
to  decide  on  God's  government  of  the  world  in  history.1 

the  imagination  of  common  Christians,  priests,  and,  unfortunately,  also  many 
"saints."  We  have  to  study  the  mirrors  of  the  confessional,  the  moral  books  and 
legends  of  the  saints,  and  to  surprise  the  secret  life,  to  perceive  to  what  point  in 
Catholicism  religious  consolation  is  especially  applied.  Truly,  the  renowned  educa 
tional  wisdom  of  this  Church  makes  a  sad  shipwreck  on  this  rock  !  It  seeks  here 
also  to  oppose  sin ;  but  instead  of  quieting  the  imagination,  which  is  especially 
interested  in  it,  it  goes  on  exciting  it  to  its  depths,  drags  the  most  secret  things 
shamelessly  to  the  light  in  its  dogmas  of  the  virgin,  etc.,  and  permits  itself  to  speak 
openly  of  matters  of  which  no  one  else  ventures  to  talk.  Ancient  naturalism  is  less 
dangerous,  at  any  rate  for  thousands  less  infectious,  than  this  seraphic  contemplation 
of  viiginity,  and  this  continual  attention  to  the  sphere  of  sex.  Here  Augustine 
transmitted  the  theory,  and  Jerome  the  music.  But  how  far  the  beginnings  reach 
back !  Tertullian  had  already  written  the  momentous  words  (De  pudic.  17) : 
"  Quid  intelligimus  carnis  sensum  et  carnis  vitam  nisi  quodcunque  pudet  pronuntiare  ?  " 
Later  writers  were  nevertheless  not  ashamed  to  utter  broadly  what  the  far  from 
prudish  African  only  suggested. 

1  We  have  at  the  same  time  to  notice  that  no  Church   Father  was  so  keenly  con 
scious  as  he  of  the  limitations  of  knowledge.     In  almost  all  his  writings — a  bequest 
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(7)  But  apart  from  original  sin,  Augustine's  notion  of  sin 
raises  doubts,  because  it  is  constructed  at  least  as  much  on  the 
thought  of  God  as  the  supreme  and  true  being  (summum  and 
verum  esse)  as  on  that  of  his  goodness  (bonum  esse).  Although 
the  stamp  of  guilt  is  not  wholly  misunderstood,  yet  it  is  the 
thought  of  the  misery  produced  by  sin  with  its  destructiveness 
and  hideousness  that  comes  to  the  front.  Hence  we  under 
stand  why  Augustine,  passing  over  justifying  faith,  perceived 
the  highest  good  in  "  infused  love"  (caritas  infusa).  (8)  Finally 
the  doctrine  of  the  primitive  state  is  beset  by  inconsistency, 
because  Augustine  could  not  avoid  giving  grace  another  mean 
ing  in  that  state  from  that  it  possessed  in  the  process  by  which 
the  redeemed  is  justified.  With  him  grace  is  ultimately 
identical  with  irresistible  grace — anything  else  is  a  semblance 
of  it ;  but  though  Adam  possessed  grace,  it  was  not  irresistible. 
But  all  these  grave  objections  cannot  obscure  the  greatness 
of  the  perception  that  God  works  in  us  "  to  will  and  to  accom 
plish,"  that  we  have  nothing  that  we  have  not  received,  and 
that  dependence  on  God  is  good,  and  is  our  possession.  It  is 
easy  to  show  that  in  every  single  objectionable  theory  formu 
lated  by  Augustine,  there  lurks  a  true  phase  of  Christian  self- 
criticism,  which  is  only  defective  because  it  projects  into  history, 
or  is  made  the  foundation  on  which  to  construct  a  "history." 
Is  not  the  doctrine  of  predestination  an  expression  of  the  confes 
sion  :  "He  who  would  boast,  let  him  boast  in  the  Lord"?  Is 
not  the  doctrine  of  original  sin  based  on  the  thought  that 
behind  all  separate  sins  there  resides  sin  as  want  of  love,  joy, 
and  divine  peace?  Does  it  not  express  the  just  view  that  we 
feel  ourselves  guilty  of  all  evil,  even  where  we  are  shown  that 
we  have  no  guilt? 

of  the  Academy  and  a  result  of  his  thought  being  directed  to  the  main  matter — he 
exhorts  his  hearers  to  refrain  from  over-curiousness,  a  pretence  of  knowledge  that 
runs  to  seed.  He  set  aside  as  insoluble  very  many  problems  that  had  been  and  were 
afterwards  often  discussed,  and  he  prepared  the  way  for  the  concentration  of  the 
doctrinal  system  on  its  own  material. 
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4.  Augustine  s  Interpretation  of  the  Symbol  (Enchiridion 
ad  Laurentium).     The  New  System  of  Religion. 

After  the  exposition  given  above  p.  106  f.,  we  shall  best  con 
clude  our  account  of  Augustine's  role  in  the  history  of  dogma, 
by  reviewing  the  expositions  given  in  the  Enchiridion  of  the 
contents  of  the  Catholic  religion.  Everything  is  combined  in 
this  book  to  instruct  us  as  to  the  nature  of  the  revision  (and  on 
the  other  hand  of  the  confirmation)  by  Augustine  of  the  popular 
Catholic  dogmatic  doctrine  that  gave  a  new  impress  to  the 
Western  Church.  We  shall  proceed  first  to  give  a  minute 
analysis  of  the  book,  and  then  to  set  down  systematically  what 
was  new  and  at  the  same  time  lasting. 

Augustine  begins  by  saying  that  the  wisdom  of  man  is  piety 
("  hominis  sapientia  pietas  est  "  or  more  accurately  "  Oeotrefieia  ") 
(2).  The  answer  to  the  question  how  God  is  to  be  worshipped, 
is — by  faith,  hope,  and  love.  We  have  accordingly  to  determine 
what  is  meant  by  each  of  these  three  virtues  (3).  In  them  is 
comprised  the  whole  doctrine  of  religion.  They  cannot,  how 
ever,  be  established  by  reason  or  perception,  but  must  be 
derived  from  Holy  Scripture,  and  be  implicitly  believed  in  on 
the  testimony  of  the  sacred  writers  (4).  When  the  soul  has 
attained  this  faith,  it  will,  if  faith  works  in  love,  strive  to  reach 
that  vision  by  which  holy  and  perfected  souls  perceive  the 
ineffable  beauty,  the  complete  contemplation  of  which  is 
supreme  blessedness.  "  The  beginning  in  faith,  the  completion 
in  sight,  the  foundation  Christ."  But  Christ  is  the  foundation 
only  of  the  Catholic  faith,  although  heretics  also  call  themselves 
by  his  name.  The  evidence  for  this  exclusive  relationship 
between  Christ  and  the  Catholic  Church  would  carry  us  too  far 
here  (5).  We  do  not  intend  to  enter  into  controversy,  but  to 
expound  (6).  The  Symbol  and  the  Lord's  Prayer  constitute  the 
contents  of  faith  (symbol),  and  of  hope  and  love  (prayer) ;  but 
faith  also  prays  (7).  Faith  applies  also  to  things  which  we  do 
not  hope  for,  but  fear ;  and  further  to  our  own  affairs  and  those 
of  others.  So  far  as  it — like  hope — refers  to  invisible,  future 
blessings,  it  is  itself  hope.  But  without  love  it  profits  nothing, 
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because  the  devils    also  believe.     Thus  everything  is  compre 
hended  \nfaith,  which  works  by  love  and  possesses  hope  (8) 

Augustine  now  passes  to  the  Symbol  (the  ancient  Apostolic 
creed),  in  order  to  state  the  contents  of  faith.  In  §§  9-32,  he 
deals  with  the  first  article.  The  knowledge  of  nature  and 
physics  does  not  belong  to  faith — besides,  scholars  conjecture 
rather  than  know  in  this  matter  (opinantes  quam  scientes). 
It  is  enough  for  the  Christian  to  believe  that  the  goodness 
of  the  creator  is  simply  the  first  cause  of  all  things,  so  that 
there  is  no  nature  unless  either  it  is  he  himself,  or  is  of  him. 
Further,  that  this  creator  is  the"  Trinity, supremely  and  equally, 
and  unchangeably  good "  (trinitas  summe  et  aequabiliter  et 
immutabiliter  bona),  and  that  while  created  things  do  not 
possess  this  quality,  they  are  good  ;  nay,  everything  collectively 
is  very  good,  and  produces  a  wonderful  beauty,  in  which  evil, 
set  in  its  right  place,  only  throws  the  good  into  relief  (9,  10). 
Augustine  at  once  passes  to  the  doctrine  of  evil.  God  permits 
it  only  because  he  is  so  powerful  that  he  can  make  good  out  of 
evil,  i.e.,  he  can  restore  the  defect  of  the  good  (privatio  boni), 
evil  being  represented  as  such  defect  (morbus  [disease]  vulnus 
[wound]).  In  the  notion  of  that  which  is  not  supremely  good 
(non  summum  bonum  esse)  we  have  the  capacity  for  deteriora 
tion  ;  but  the  good,  which  is  involved  in  the  existence  of  any 
substance,  cannot  be  annihilated,  unless  the  substance  itself  be 
destroyed.  But  in  that  case  corruption  itself  also  ceases,  since 
it  can  never  exist  save  in  what  is  good  :  evil  can  only  exist  in 
what  is  good  (in  a  bonum}.  This  is  expounded  at  length  (11-15). 
The  causes  of  good  and  evil  must  be  known,  in  order  to  escape 
the  errors  and  infirmities  (aerumnae)  of  this  life.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  causes  of  great  movements  in  nature — Augustine 
returns  to  §  9 — need  not  be  known ;  we  do  not  even  know  the 
conditions  of  our  health,  which  yet  lie  nearest  us  (16)! 

But  is  not  every  error  an  evil,  and  what  are  we  to  think  of 
deception,  lying?  These  questions  are  minutely  discussed  in 
§§  17-22.  Every  case  of  ignorance  is  not  an  error,  but  only 
supposed  knowledge  is,  and  every  error  is  not  hurtful ;  there  is 
even  a  good  error,  one  that  is  of  use.  But  since  it  is  unseemly 
(deforme  atque  indecens)  for  the  mind  to  hold  the  truth  to  be 
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false,  and  the  uncertain  certain,  our  life  is  for  that  very  reason 
wretched,  because  at  times  we  need  error  that  we  may  not  lose 
our  life.  Such  will  not  be  that  existence,  "where  truth  itself 
will  be  the  life  of  our  soul  "  (ubi  ipsa  veritas  vita  animae  nostrae 
erit).  But  the  lie  is  worst,  so  bad  that  even  liars  themselves 
hate  being  lied  to.  But  yet  falsehood  offers  a  difficult  problem. 
(The  question  of  lying  in  an  emergency,  whether  it  can  become 
a  duty  for  a  righteous  man,  is  elaborately  discussed.)  Here 
again  the  most  important  point  is  to  determine  wherein  one 
errs  :  "it  is  far  more  tolerable  to  lie  in  those  tilings  that  are  uncon 
nected  with  religion  than  to  be  deceived  in  those  without  belief  in,  or 
knoivledge  of,  'LvhicJi  God  cannot  be  worshipped"  (iS).1  Looked 
at  accurately,  every  error  is  an  evil,  though  often,  certainly,  a 
small  one.  It  is  possible  to  doubt  whether  every  error  is  also 
sinful — e.g.,  a  confusion  about  twins,  or  holding  sweet  to  be 
bitter,  etc. ;  at  all  events,  in  such  cases  the  sin  is  exceedingly 
small  and  trivial  (minimum  et  levissimum  peccatum),  since  it 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  way  that  leads  to  God,  i.e.  with  the 
faith  that  works  in  love.  Error  is,  indeed,  rather  an  evil  than  a 
sin,  a  sign  of  the  misery  of  this  life.  In  any  case,  however,  we 
may  not,  in  order  to  avoid  all  error,  seek  to  hold  nothing  to  be 
true — like  the  Academicians  ;  for  it  is  our  duty  to  believe. 
Besides  the  standpoint  of  absolute  nescience  is  impracticable  ; 
for  even  he  who  knows  not  must  deduce  his  existence  from  this 
consciousness  of  nescience  (20).  We  must,  on  the  contrary, 
avoid  the  lie  ;  for  even  when  we  err  in  our  thought,  we  must 
always  say  what  we  think.2  Even  the  lie  which  benefits  another 
is  sinful,  although  men  who  have  lied  for  the  general  advantage 
have  contributed  a  great  deal  to  prosperity  (22).  Augustine 
returns  to  §  16:  we  must  know  the  causes  of  good  and  evil. 
The  sole  first  cause  of  the  good  is  the  goodness  of  God;  the 
cause  of  evil  is  the  revolt  of  the  will  from  the  unchangeable  God 

1  "  Longe  tolerabilius  est  in  his  quse  a  religione  sunt  sejuncta  mentiri,  quam  in  iis, 
sinn  quorum  fide  vel  notitia  deus  coli  non  potest,  falli. "     E.g.,  to  tell  anyone  falsely 
that  a  dead  man  is  still  alive  is  a  much  less  evil  than  to  believe  erroneously  that 
Christ  will  die  once  more. 

2  C.  22.    "  Et  utique  verba  propterea  sunt  instituta,  non  per  quse  se  homines  invicem 
fallunt,    sed     per   quse   in    alterius    quisque    notitiam    cogitationes   suas   perferat." 
(Compare  Talleyrand). 
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on  the  part  of  a  being,  good  but  changeable,  first,  an  angel,  then 
man  (23).  From  this  revolt  follow  all  the  other  infirmities  of 
the  soul  [ignorance,  concupiscence,  etc.]  (24).  But  the  craving 
for  blessedness  (appetitus  beatitudinis)  was  not  lost 

We  now  have  an  exposition  of  Adam's  endowment,  the  Fall, 
original  sin,  the  sen  ence  of  death,  the  massa  damnata,  which 
suffers  along  with  the  doomed  angels,  etc.  God's  goodness  is 
shown,  however,  in  his  grant  of  continued  existence  to  the 
wicked  angels,  for  whom  there  is  no  conversion  besides,  and  in 
his  preservation  of  men.  Although  it  would  have  been  only 
justice  to  give  them  also  over  to  eternal  punishment,  he  resolved 
to  bring  good  out  of  evil  (25-27).  It  was  his  merciful  intention, 
i.e.,  to  supplement  from  mankind  the  number  of  the  angels  who 
persevered  in  goodness,  rendered  incomplete  by  the  fall  of  some, 
in  order  that  the  heavenly  Jerusalem  might  retain  its  full  com 
plement,  nay,  should  be  increased  by  the  "  sons  of  our  Holy 
Mother  "  [filii  sanctae  matris]  (28-29).  But  the  men  chosen  owe 
this  not  to  the  merits  of  their  own  works  (to  free  will);  for  in 
themselves  they  are  dead  like  the  rest  (suicides),  and  are  only 
free  to  commit  sin.  Before  they  are  made  free,  accordingly, 
they  are  slaves  ;  they  can  only  be  redeemed  by  grace  and  faith. 
Even  faith  is  God's  gift,  and  works  will  not  fail  to  follow  it.  Thus 
they  only  become  free,  when  God  fashions  them  anew  (into  the 
nova  creatura),  producing  the  act  of  will  as  well  as  its  accom 
plishment  ("quamvis  non  possit  credere,  sperare,  diligere  homo 
rationalis,  nisi  velit" — although  rational  man  cannot  believe, 
hope,  or  love,  unless  he  will).1  That  is,  God  makes  the  will 
itself  good  (misericordia  praeveniens)  and  constantly  assists  it 
[miseric.  subsequens]  (30-32). 

The  exposition  of  the  second  article  follows  in  §§  33-55* 
Since  all  men  are  by  nature  children  of  wrath,  and  are  burdened 
by  original  sin  and  their  own  sins,  a  mediator  (reconciliator)  was 
necessary,  who  should  appease  this  wrath  (justa  vindicta)  by 
presenting  a  unique  sacrifice.  That  this  was  done,  and  we  from 
being  enemies  became  children,  constitutes  the  grace  of  God 
through  Jesus  Christ  (33).  We  know  that  this  mediator  is  the 
"  Word  "  that  became  flesh.  The  Word  was  not  transformed, 
1  C.  32  :  "  Ex  utroque  fit,  id  est,  ex  voluntate  hominis  et  misericordia  dei." 
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but  assumed  our  complete  human  nature  from  the  virgin,  being 
conceived  not  by  the  libido  matris,  but  by  faith — and  therefore 
sinlessly.1  The  mother  remained  a  virgin  in  giving  birth  (in 
partu)  (34).  We  have  now  a  short  discussion  on  Christ  as 
"  God  and  man  in  unity  of  person,  equal  to  God,  and  as  man 
less  than  God"  (35).  Christ,  the  man  who  was  deemed 
worthy  to  be  assumed  by  God  to  form  one  person  with  him,  is 
the  most  splendid  example  of  grace  given  gratis,  and  not 
according  to  merits.  The  same  grace  that  fell  to  the  man 
Christ  and  made  him  sinless  falls  to  us  in  justification  from 
sins.  It  also  revealed  itself  in  Christ's  miraculous  birth,  in  con 
nection  with  which,  besides,  the  Holy  Ghost  did  not  act  like  a 
natural  father.  It  was  rather  the  whole  Trinity  that  created  the 
offspring  of  the  virgin  :  the  man  Jesus,  like  the  world,  is  the  crea 
tion  of  the  Trinity.  But  why  precisely  the  Holy  Ghost  is  named, 
it  is  hard  to  say.  In  any  case,  the  man  Jesus  was  not  the  son 
of  the  Spirit,  but  the  latter  is  probably  named  in  order  to  point 
to  the  grace  that,  existing  without  any  preceding  merits,  had 
become  in  the  man  Jesus  an  attribute  which  in  some  way  was 
natural  (quodammodo  naturalis) ;  for  the  Holy  Spirit  is  "  so  far 
God  that  he  may  be  called  the  gift  of  God  "  [sic  deus,  ut  dica- 
tur  etiam  del  donum]  (36-40).  This  is  followed  again  by  a  long 
section  (41  to  52)  on  sin  and  the  relation  of  Christ  to  it.  Christ 

1  Augustine's  whole  conception  of  the  sinfulness  mingled  with  all  procreation,  and 
his  view  that  sexual  desire  is  due  not  to  nature  as  originally  cieated,  but  to  sin,  have 
admittedly  their  roots  in  the  earliest  period.  But  they  were  expressed  with  Augus 
tine's  thoroughness  only  by  the  Gnostics,  Marcion  and — the  author  of  the  fragment 
De  resurrectione  ascribed  to  Justin.  The  parallel  offered  by  the  latter  (c.  3)  is  ex 
tremely  striking.  There  is  not  yet,  naturally,  any  question  of  sin  being  propagated 
through  sexual  union  ;  that  union  is  held  simply  to  be  sinful ;  ya^r/>as  tariv  tvtpyua. 
rb  KvicrKeiv  /cat  /j.opiov  dvSpiKOv  rb  ffirep/nalveiv  &<nrep  34,  ei  ratrra  /aeXXet  Ivtpyeiv 
rai/ras  ras  tvtpyfias,  ovrias  OVK  dvayKaiov  ai/rots  tariv  TO  TTJV  ap^v  tvtpyeiv  (6pw/j,ev 
yovv  TroXXas  yvvaiKas  yurj  /cwcr/cowras,  <l>s  ras  ffrelpas,  ical  /tujTpay  Uxovaas),  oOrws  OVK 
evOtus  /cat  rb  ^.Tjrpav  £\eiv  /cat  K\ttffKfU>  a.vayK.a.$ec  dXXa  /cat  /XTJ  ffreipat,  fj,£v  ^£  ap%TJs, 
TrapBfvevovffat  dt,  Ka.T7]pyr)ffav  /cat  rr\v  ffwovffiav,  trfpai  d£  /cat  airb  y^pbvov  ical  TOI)J 
Uptrevas  5£  TOUS  /JL£V  aw  apxys  irapOfvevovTas  6pu>(j,ev,  roi!>s  3£  dirb  xpovov,  wore  di '  a.'urCiv 
KO.Ta\vf<T0ai.  rbv  Si  tiri6v/j.tas  &VO/JLOV  yd.fj.ov  There  are  also  beasts  that  refrain  from 
having  connection,  wcrre  Kal  Si  dvOpuiruv  /cat  81  d\6yui>  Kara.pyoviJ.ivtjv  ffwowlav  irplv 
TOU  fj.4\\oi>Tos  ai'tDvos  opaffdac  /cat  6  Kvpios  d£  TI/J.&V  'Iijirovs  6  X/>t(rr6s  ov  Si'  fiXXo  TI  ^/c 
irapdtvov  tyewf]9-rj,  dXX'  tVa  Karapyria-rj  ytwrjcriv  iiridv^ia.^  dvo/j.ov  Kal  dfiZy  rep 
Kal  Sixa.  (Twoucrtas  dvBpuirivrj^  OVVO.TT]V  elvai  T$  Off  TTJV  dvOpAirov  irXdffiv 
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was  free  from  original  and  actual  sin,  but  was  himself — on 
account  of  similarity  to  sinful  flesh — absolutely  called  sin.  That 
is,  he  became  a  sacrifice  for  sin,  representing  our  sin  in  the 
flesh  in  which  he  was  crucified,  "  that  in  some  way  he  might  die 
to  sin,  in  dying  to  the  flesh,"1  and  from  the  Resurrection 
might  seal  our  new  life  (41).  That  is  bestowed  on  us  in  baptism. 
Everyone  dies  to  sin  in  baptism — even  the  children,  who  die  to 
original  sin — and  in  this  respect  sin  is  to  be  understood  collec 
tively  ;  for  even  in  Adam's  sin  many  forms  of  sin  were  con 
tained.  But  children  are  obviously  infected  not  only  by 
Adam's  sin,  but  also  by  those  of  their  parents.  For  their  birth 
is  corrupt,  because  by  Adam's  sin  nature  was  perverted ;  more 
over  the  actual  sins  of  parents  "although  they  cannot  thus 
change  nature,  impose  guilt  on  the  children  "  (etsi  non  ita  pos- 
sunt  mutare  naturam,  reatu  tamen  obligant  filios).  But  Augus 
tine  refrains  from  deciding  how  far  the  sins  of  ancestors  project 
their  influence  in  the  chain  of  descent.  It  is  all  expiated  by  the 
mediator,  the  man  Jesus  Christ,  who  was  alone  equipped  with 
such  grace  as  not  to  need  regeneration  ;  for  he  only  accepted 
baptism  by  John  in  order  to  give  a  grand  example  of  humility, 
just  as  he  also  submitted  to  death,  not  from  compulsion,  but  in 
order  to  let  the  devil  receive  his  rights  (42-49).  Christ  is  thus 
Adam's  anti-type  ;  but  the  latter  only  introduced  one  sin  into  the 
world,  while  Christ  took  away  all  that  had  since  been  com 
mitted.  All  were  condemned  in  Adam ;  none  escapes  the  con 
demnation  without  Christ.  Baptism  is  to  be  solemnised  as  "  the 
grand  mystery  in  the  cross  of  Christ"  (mysterium  grande  in 
cruce  Christi) ;  for  according  to  Paul  baptism  is  "  nothing  but 
the  similitude  of  Christ's  death ;  but  the  death  of  Christ  cruci 
fied  is  nothing  but  the  similitude  of  the  remission  of  sin,  that  as 
in  him  a  true  death  took  place,  so  in  us  a  true  remission  of 
sins."2  This  is  elaborated  in  accordance  with  Rom.  VI  ;  we  are 
dead  to  sin  through  baptism  (50-52).  The  clauses  of  the  Sym 
bol  are  now  enumerated  down  to  the  "sitting  at  the  right  hand" 

1  "  Ut  quodammodo  peccato  moreretur,  dum  moritur  carni." 

2  "  Nihil  aliud  nisi  similitude  mortis  Christi  ;   nihil  autem  aliud  mortem  Christi 
crucifixi  nisi  remissionis  peccati  similitudinem,  ut  quemadmodum  in  illo  vera  mors 
facta  est,  sic  in  nobis  vera  remissio  peccatorum." 
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with  the  observation :  "  //  was  so  carried  out  that  in  these  matters 
the  Christian  life  wJuch  is  borne  here  should  be  typified  not  only 
mystically  by  words  but  also  by  deeds!'1  That  is  established  in 
connection  with  each  separate  article.  Thus  the  "  sitting  at  the 
right  hand  "  means  :  "  set  your  affections  on  those  things  that 
are  above  "  (quae  sursum  sunt  sapite).  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Return  of  Christ  has  no  reference  to  our  earthly  life.  It  belongs 
entirely  to  the  future.  The  judgment  of  the  living  and  dead 
may  also  suggest  to  us  the  just  and  unjust  (53-55). 

To  the  third  article  §§  56-113  are  devoted;  it  is  accordingly 
most  elaborately  elucidated.  §§  56-63  treat  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
who  completes  the  Trinity,  and  so  is  no  part  of  creation, 
and  also  of  the  Holy  Church.  This  is  the  temple  and  city  of 
the  Trinity.  But  it  is  here  regarded  as  a  whole.  That  is,  it 
includes  the  section  which  exists  in  heaven  and  has  never  ex 
perienced  a  fall — the  angels  who  aid  the  pilgrim  part  (pars 
peregrinans)  being  already  united  with  it  by  love  (56).  The 
Church  in  heaven  is  void  of  evil  and  unchangeable.  Augustine 
admits  that  he  does  not  know  whether  there  are  degrees  of  rank 
among  the  angels,  whether  the  stars  belong  to  them,  or  what 
the  truth  is  as  to  their  bodily  form  (57-59).  It  is  more  impor 
tant  to  determine  when  Satan  invests  himself  in  the  form  of  an 
angel  of  light  (60).  We  shall  only  know  the  state  of  the 
heavenly  Church  when  we  belong  to  it  ourselves.  The  Church 
of  this  world,  for  which  Christ  died,  we  do  know  ;  for  the  angels 
he  did  not  die ;  yet  the  result  of  his  work  also  extends  to  them, 
in  so  far  as  enmity  to  them  is  at  an  end,  and  their  number  is 
once  more  complete.  Thus  by  the  one  sacrifice  the  earthly 
host  is  again  united  with  the  heavenly,  and  the  peace  is  re 
stored  that  transcends  all  thought — not  that  of  angels,  but  of 
men  ;  but  even  angels,  and  men  who  have  entered  the  state  of 
felicity,  will  never  comprehend  the  peace  of  God  as  God  him 
self  does  (61-63). 

Augustine  now  passes  to  the  "remission  of  sins"  (64-83): 
"  by  this  stands  the  Church  on  earth  "  (per  hanc  stat  ecclesia 
quae  in  terris  est).  So  far  as  our  sins  are  forgiven,  "  the  angels 

1  "  Ita  gestum  est,  ut  his  rebus  non  mystice  tantum  dictis  sed  eliam  gestis  configu- 
raretur  vita  Christiana  quae  hie  geritur." 
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are  even  now  in  harmony  with  us "  (concordant  nobiscum 
angeli  etiam  nunc).  In  addition  to  the  "  great  indulgence," 
there  is  a  continuous  remission  of  sins,  which  even  the  most  ad 
vanced  of  the  righteous  need,  for  they  often  descend  to  their 
own  level  and  sin.  Certainly  the  life  of  the  saints  may  be  free 
from  transgressions,  but  not  from  sin  (64).  But  even  for  grave 
offences  there  is  forgiveness  in  the  Church  after  due  penance ; 
and  the  important  point  is  not  the  time  of  penance,but  the  anguish 
of  the  penitent.  But  since  this  emotion  is  concealed  from  our 
fellow-men,  and  cannot  be  inspected,  the  bishops  have  rightly 
instituted  penitential  seasons  "that  the  Church  may  also  be 
satisfied,"  the  Church  beyond  whose  pale  there  is  no  forgive 
ness  ;  for  it  alone  has  received  the  pledge  of  the  Holy  Ghost 
(65).  Evils  remain  in  this  world  in  spite  of  the  salutaria  sacra- 
menta,  that  we  may  see  that  the  future  state  is  their  goal. 
There  are  punitive  evils ;  for  sins  last  on,  and  are  punished  in 
this  life  or  the  next  (66).  We  must  certainly  not  fancy  that 
faith  by  itself  protects  from  future  judgment  («?  &«  Trf/oo?),  it 
is  rather  only  the  faith  that  works  in  love  (faith  and  works). 
By  "  wood  and  stubble "  we  are  not  to  understand  sins,  but 
desires  after  earthly  things  lawful  in  themselves  (67,  68).  It  is 
credible  that  a  purifying  fire  exists  for  believers  even  after 
death  (69) — sinners  can  only  be  saved  by  a  corresponding 
penance  combined  with  almsgiving.  Almsgiving  is  now  discussed 
in  detail  (69-77).  At  the  Last  Judgment  the  decision  turns  on 
it  (Mat.  XXV.  34  ff.).  Of  course  we  are  at  the  same  time  to 
amend  our  lives ;  "  God  is  to  be  propitiated  for  past  sins  by 
alms,  not  by  any  means  to  be  bribed  that  we  may  always  be 
allowed  to  commit  sins  with  impunity."1  God  blots  out  sins 
"if  due  satisfaction  is  not  neglected  "  (si  satisfactio  congrua  non 
negligatur),  without  giving  permission  to  sin  (70).  Daily 
prayer  furnishes  satisfaction  for  small  and  light  daily  sins  (7i).2 
The  forgiveness,  also,  that  we  bestow  on  others  is  a  kind  of 
alms.  Speaking  generally,  everything  good  we  give  to  others, 

1  "  Per   eleemosynas  de   peccatis   praeteritis   est   propitiandus  deus,   non   ad  hoc 
emendus  quodam  modo,  ut  peccata  semper  liceat  impune  committere."     Accordingly 
some  Catholics  must  even  then  have  looked  on  alms  as  conferring  a  license. 

2  "  Delet  omnino  haec  oratio  minima  et  quotidiana  peccata." 
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advice,  comfort,  discipline,  etc.,  is  alms.  By  this  we  besides 
help  to  gain  forgiveness  of  our  own  sins  (72).  But  the  highest 
stages  of  almsgiving  are  forgiveness  of  sins  and  love  of  our 
enemies  (73).1  Those  virtues  everyone  must  practise,  that  he 
himself  may  be  forgiven  (74).  But  all  these  alms  fail  to  benefit 
us  unless  we  amend  ourselves  ;  that  is,  the  alms  we  give  to  our 
selves  are  the  most  important.  Of  him  alone  who  has  mercy 
on  himself  is  the  saying  true  :  "  Give  alms  and  all  is  right  (pure) 
with  you."  We  must  love  ourselves  with  the  love  that  God  has 
bestowed  on  us  ;  this  the  Pharisees,  who  only  gave  outward 
alms,  did  not  do,  for  they  were  the  enemies  of  their  own  souls 
(75-77).  The  divine  judgment,  however,  can  alone  deter 
mine  what  sins  are  light  or  grave.  Many  things  permitted  by 
the  apostles — e.g.,  matrimonial  intercourse  prompted  by  desire 
— are  yet  sinful ;  many  sins  which  we  consider  wholly  trifling 
(e.g.,  reviling),  are  grave  ;  and  many — e.g.,  unchastity — which 
custom  has  brought  us  to  look  on  lightly,  are  dreadful,  even 
though  Church  discipline  itself  has  become  lax  in  dealing  with 
them  (78-80).  All  sin  springs  either  from  ignorance  or  weak 
ness.  The  latter  is  the  more  serious  ;  but  divine  grace  alone 
aids  us  to  overcome  either  (81).  Unfortunately,  from  false 
weakness  and  shame,  public  penance  is  frequently  withheld. 
Therefore  God's  mercy  is  not  only  necessary  in  the  case  of 
penitence,  but  also  that  men  may  resolve  to  show  penitence. 
But  he  who  disbelieves  in  and  despises  the  forgiveness  of 
sin  in  the  Church  commits  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost 
(82,  83). 

The  resurrection  of  the  body  is  dealt  with  in  §§  84-113. 
First,  the  resurrection  of  abortions  and  monstrosities  is  dis 
cussed  (85-87) ;  then  the  relation  of  the  new  body  to  its  old 
material — every  particle  of  which  need  not  pass  into  the  former  ; 
and  further,  the  corporeal  difference,  the  stainlessness  and 
spirituality  of  bodies  in  the  future  state  (88-91).  We  must  not 
concern  ourselves  with  the  constitution  of  the  bodies  of  the  lost 
who  also  rise  again,  although  we  are  here  confronted  by  the 

1  Augustine  here  says  with  great  truth  that  love  of  our  enemies  is  possible  only  to  a 
small  minority  (the  perfect).  But  even  those  who  do  not  attain  it  are  heard  if  they 
utter  the  fifth  petition  in  faith. 
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great  paradox  that  a  corruptible  body  does  not  die  nor  an 
incorruptible  feel  pain.1  (92).  Those  will  have  the  mildest 
punishment  who  have  only  original,  but  not  actual,  sin.  Dam 
nation  in  general  will  be  marked  by  degrees,  depending  in  each 
case  on  the  measure  of  sin  (93).  Augustine  now  comes  to 
speak  of  predestination  in  detail  (94-108):  "no  one  is  saved 
except  by  undeserved  mercy,  and  no  one  is  condemned  except 
by  a  deserved  judgment."2  That  is  the  theme.  It  will  become 
manifest  in  eternal  life  why  of  two  children  the  one  is  accepted 
out  of  mercy,  and  the  other  rejected  in  accordance  with  justice. 
God's  refusal  of  salvation  is  not  unjust,  though  all  might  have 
been  saved  if  he  had  willed  ;  for  nothing  happens  without  his 
will  or  permission  (95).  Even  in  permitting  evil  his  action  is 
good,  or  the  first  article  of  the  Symbol  would  no  longer  hold 
true  (96).  But  if  God's  will  cannot  be  frustrated  by  any  choice 
of  his  creatures,  how  does  the  fact  that  all  are  not  saved  agree 
with  the  assurance  that  "  he  wills  that  all  should  be  saved " 
(i  Tim.  II.  4)?  The  usual  answer,  that  men  will  not,  is  ob 
viously  false ;  for  they  cannot  hinder  God's  will,  as  he  can 
certainly  turn  even  the  bad  into  a  good  will.  Accordingly,  God 
does  not  will  that  all  be  saved,  but  he  justly  sentences  sinners 
to  death  (Rom.  IX.),  that  he  who  receives  salvation  may  boast 
in  the  Lord.  God  is  free  in  his  election  to  grace  ;  he  would  not 
have  been  to  be  blamed  if  he  had  redeemed  no  one  after  Adam's 
Fall ;  so  neither  is  he  to  be  blamed  if  in  his  mercy  he  redeems 
only  a  few,  that  none  may  boast  of  his  own  merits,  but  in  the 
Lord.  God's  will  is  expressed  in  the  case  of  the  lost  as  much 
as  in  that  of  the  saved  ("  in  the  very  deed  by  which  they 
opposed  his  will,  his  will  regarding  them  was  done").3  So  great 
are  the  works  of  the  Lord  that  nothing  that  takes  place  against 
his  will  happens  outside  (praeter)  of  it.  A  good  son  wishes  his 
father  to  live,  but  God,  whose  will  is  good,  decides  that  he 
should  die.  Again,  a  bad  son  wishes  his  father  to  die,  and  God 

1  In  hell  "  mors  ipsa  non  moritur." 

2  "Nisi  per  indebitam  misericordiam  nemo  liberatur  et  nisi  per  debitum  judicium 
nemo  damnatur." 

3  "Hoc  ipso  quod  contra  voluntatem  fecerunt  ejus,   de  ipsis  facta   est  voluntas 
ejus." 
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also  wills  this.  The  former  wills  what  God  does  not ;  the  latter 
what  he  does.  Yet  the  former  stands  nearer  God ;  for  in  the 
case  of  men  it  is  the  final  intention  that  counts,  while  God 
accomplishes  his  good  will  even  through  the  bad  will  of  men. 
He  is  always  just  and  always  omnipotent  (97-102).  Therefore 
I  Tim.  II.  4  can  only  mean  that  God  wills  all  classes  of  men  to 
be  saved,  or  that  all  those  whom  he  resolves  to  save  will  be 
saved.  In  any  case  it  is  not  to  be  imagined  that  he  desires  to 
save  all,  but  is  prevented  (103). 

Had  God  foreknown  that  Adam,  in  keeping  with  his  consti 
tution,  would  have  retained  forever  the  will  to  avoid  sin,  he 
would  have  preserved  him  in  his  original  state  of  salvation. 
But  he  knew  the  opposite,  and  therefore  shaped  his  own  will  to 
effect  good  through  him  who  did  evil.  For  man  must  have 
been  so  created  originally  as  to  be  able  to  do  good  and  evil. 
Afterwards  he  will  be  changed,  and  will  no  longer  be  able  to 
will  evil ;  "  nor  will  he  therefore  be  without  free  choice  "  (nee 
ideo  libero  carebit  arbitrio)  ;  for  free  will  still  exists,  even  if  a 
time  comes  when  we  cannot  will  evil,  just  as  it  even  now  exists, 
although  we  can  never  will  our  own  damnation.  Only  the 
order  of  things  had  to  be  observed,  first  the  "  posse  non,"  then 
the  "  non  posse."  But  grace  is  always  necessary,  and  would 
have  been  even  if  man  had  not  sinned  ;  for  he  could  only  have 
attained  the  "  non  posse  "  by  the  co-operation  of  grace.  (Men 
can  indeed  starve  voluntarily,  but  mere  appetite  will  not  keep 
them  alive ;  they  require  food.)  But  since  sin  entered,  grace  is 
much  greater,  because  the  will  had  itself  to  be  freed  in  order 
that  it  might  co-operate  with  grace  (104-106.)  Eternal  life, 
though  a  reward  of  good  works,  is  also  a  gift  of  grace,  because  our 
merits  are  God's  gifts.  God  has  made  one  vessel  to  honour  and 
another  to  dishonour,  that  none  should  boast.  The  mediator 
who  redeemed  us  required  also  to  be  God,  "  that  the  pride  of 
man  might  be  censured  by  the  humility  of  God  "  (ut  superbia 
humana  per  humilitatem  dei  argueretur),  and  that  man  might 
be  shown  how  far  he  had  departed  from  God,  etc.  (107,  108). 
After  this  long  excursus,  Augustine  returns  to  §  93,  and  deals 
(109)  with  the  intermediate  state  (in  abditis  receptaculis),  and 
the  mitigation  obtained  by  departed  souls  through  the  Mass, 
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and  the  alms  of  survivors  in  the  Church  ;  for  there  are  many 
souls  not  good  enough  to  be  able  to  dispense  with  this  provi 
sion,  and  not  bad  enough  not  to  be  benefited  by  it.  "  Where 
fore  here  (on  the  earth)  all  merit  is  acquired  by  which  anyone 
can  be  relieved  or  burdened  after  this  life."1  What  the  Church 
does  for  the  dead  (pro  defunctis  commendandis)  is  not  incon 
sistent  with  Rom.  XIV.  10  ;  II.  Cor.  V.  10.  For  those  who  are 
wholly  good  it  is  a  thanksgiving,  for  those  not  altogether  bad 
an  atonement,  for  those  entirely  wicked  it  is  resultless,  but 
gives  comfort  to  the  survivors  ;  nay,  while  it  makes  remission 
complete  (plena),  it  renders  damnation  more  tolerable  (no). 
After  the  Judgment  there  are  only  two  states,  though  there  are 
different  grades  in  them.  We  must  believe  in  the  eternal 
duration  of  the  pains  of  hell,  although  we  may  perhaps  suppose 
that  from  time  to  time  God  lightens  the  punishment  of  the  lost, 
or  permits  some  sort  of  mitigation.  "  Death  will  continue 
without  end,  just  as  the  collective  eternal  life  of  all  saints  will 
continue"  (i  n-ii3).2 

Following  his  programme,  Augustine  ought  now  to  have 
discussed  in  detail  hope  and  love  (prayer)  ;  but  he  omits  doing 
so,  because  he  has  really  touched  on  everything  already.  He 
therefore  confines  himself  to  affirming  that  hope  applies  solely 
to  what  we  pray  for  in  the  Lord's  Prayer,  that  three  petitions 
refer  to  eternal,  four  to  temporal,  benefits,  and  that  Matthew 
and  Luke  do  not  really  differ  in  their  versions  of  the  Prayer 
(114-116).  As  regards  love,  he  points  out  that  it  is  the  greatest 
of  all.  It,  and  not  faith  and  hope,  decides  the  measure  of  good 
ness  possessed  by  a  man.  Faith  and  hope  can  exist  without 
love,  but  they  are  useless.  The  faith  that  works  in  love,  i.e.,  the 
Holy  Spirit  by  whom  love  is  infused  into  our  hearts,  is  all- 
important ;  for  where  love  is  wanting,  fleshly  lust  reigns  (117). 
There  are  four  human  conditions  :  life  among  the  deepest 
shades  of  ignorance  (altissimis  ignorantiae  tenebris),  under  the 
law  (which  produces  knowledge  and  conscious  sin),  under  grace 
or  good  hope,  and  under  peace  (in  the  world  beyond).  Such 

1  Quocirca  hie  (in  terra)  omne  meritum  comparator,  quo  possit  post  hanc  vitam 
relevari  quispiam  vel  gravari. 

2  Manebit  sine  fine  mors,  cicut  tnanebit  communiter  omnium  vitaaeterna  sanctorum. 
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has  also  been  the  history  of  God's  people  ;  but  God  has  shown 
his  grace  even  at  the  first  and  second  stages  (118),  and  thus 
even  now  man  is  laid  hold  of  sometimes  at  the  first,  sometimes 
at  the  second,  stage,  all  his  sins  being  forgiven  in  his  regenera 
tion  (119),  so  that  death  itself  no  longer  harms  him  (120).  All 
divine  commands  aim  at  love,  and  no  good,  if  done  from  fear  of 
punishment  or  any  other  motive  than  love,  is  done  as  it  ought. 
All  precepts  (mandata)  and  counsels  (consilia)  given  by  God 
are  comprised  in  the  command  to  love  God  and  our  neighbour,, 
and  they  are  only  rightly  performed  when  they  spring,  at 
present  in  faith,  in  the  future  in  immediate  knowledge,  from 
love.  In  the  world  of  sight  each  will  know  what  he  should  love 
in  the  other.  Even  now  desire  abates  as  love  increases,  until  it 
reaches  the  love  that  leads  a  man  to  give  his  life  for  another. 
But  how  great  will  love  be  in  the  future  state,  when  there  no 
longer  exists  any  desire  to  be  overcome ! 


No  one  can  mistake  the  popular  Catholic  features  of  this 
system  of  religion.  It  is  based  on  the  ancient  Symbol.  The 
doctrines  of  the  Trinity  and  the  Two  Natures  are  faithfully 
avowed.  The  importance  of  the  Catholic  Church  is  strictly 
guarded,  and  its  relation  to  the  heavenly  Church,  which  is  the 
proper  object  of  faith,  is  left  as  indefinite  as  the  current  view 
required.  Baptism  is  set  in  the  foreground  as  the  "  grand 
mystery  of  renovation,"  and  is  derived  from  Christ's  death,  in 
which  the  devil  has  obtained  his  due.  Faith  is  only  regarded 
as  a  preliminary  condition  ;  eternal  life  is  only  imparted  to 
merits  which  are  products  of  grace  and  freedom.  They  consist 
of  works  of  love,  which  are  summed  up  in  almsgiving.  Alms 
giving  is  freely  treated  ;  it  constitutes  penance.  Within  the 
Church  forgiveness  is  to  be  had  for  all  sins  after  baptism,  if  only 
a  fitting  satisfaction  is  furnished  (satisfacere  ecclesiae  ;  satisfactio 
congrua).  There  is  a  scale  of  sins,  from  crimes  to  quite  trivial 
daily  offences.  For  this  reason,  wicked  and  good  men  are 
graded  ;  but  even  the  best  (sancti,  perfecti)  can  only  be  sinless 
in  the  sense  that  they  commit  none  but  the  lightest  sins.  The 
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saints  are  the  perfect  ascetics  ;  asceticism  is  the  culmination  of 
love  ;  but  all  do  not  need  to  practise  it ;  we  must  distinguish 
between  commands  and  counsels.  In  the  future  state  both 
felicity  and  perdition  will  also  be  graded.  Departed  souls,  if  at 
death  they  have  only  left  trivial  sins  unatoned  for  by  penance, 
will  be  benefited  by  the  masses,  alms,  and  prayers  of  survivors. 
They  are  placed  in  a  purgatory  that  cleanses  them  in  the  form 
of  a  decreed  punishment.1  If  here  popular  Catholic  elements 
are  already  strengthened,  and  the  way  prepared  for  their  future 
elaboration,  that  is  equally  true  of  the  doctrines  of  the  inter 
mediate  state,  the  temporary  mitigation  of  the  punishment  of 
the  lost,  the  help  afforded  by  holy  angels  to  the  Church  of  the 
present  world,  the  completion — by  means  of  redeemed  mortals 
— of  the  heavenly  Church  reduced  in  number  through  the  Fall 
of  the  wicked  angels,  the  virginity  of  Mary  even  in  partu?  and 
the  grace  of  Christ  as  being  greater  than  Adam's  sin.  This 
also  applies  to  the  opinion  that  the  ignorant  adherence  to  a 
false  religion  is  worse  than  the  knowing  utterance  of  a  lie,  and 
to  many  other  doctrines  developed  by  Augustine  in  other 
writings.  Finally,  the  conception  of  salvation  that  holds  it  to 

1  The  Enchiridion  is  not  the  only  work  in  which  Augustine  has  spoken  of  this  ignis 
purgatorius. 

2  The  growing  Marian  dogma  (see  Vol.  IV.,  p.  314)  was  thus  strengthened  rather 
than   weakened   by   Augustine.      He   agreed   entirely   with   Ambrose   and  Jerome 
(againat  Jovinian).     By  a  woman  came  death,  by  a  woman  came  life  ;  Mary's  faith 
conceived  the  Saviour.     Julian's  remarkable  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  original  sin, 
that  it  made  Mary  to  be  subject  to  the  devil  (nascendi  conditione),  Augustine  met  by 
saying  (Op.   imp.   IV.    122):    "ipsa  conditio  nascendi  solvitur  gratia  renascendi." 
We  may  not  maintain  it  to  be  certain  (see  Schwane  II.,  p.  691  f.)  that  Augustine  thus 
implicitly  taught  Mary's  immaculate  conception.     On  the  other  hand,  he  undoubt 
edly  held  her  to  be  without  active  sin  ;  see  De  nat.  et  gr.  36  :"  Excepta  itaque  s. 
virgine  Maria,  de  qua  propter  honorem  domini  nullam  prorsus,  cum  de   peccatis 
agitur,  haberi  volo  quaestionem  ;  unde  enim  scimus,  quid  ei  plus  gratice  collatum 
fuerit  ad  vincendum  omni  ex  parte  peccatum,  quse  concipere  et  parere  meruit,  quern 
constat  nullum  habuisse  peccatum  ?  hac  ergo  virgine  excepta  si  omnes  illos  sanctos 
et  sanctas,  cum  hie  viverent,  congregare  possimus  et  interrogare,  utrum  essent  sine 
peccato,  quid  fuisse  responsuros  putamus,  utrum  hoc  quod  ista  dicitan  quod  Johannes 
apostolus?"     Gen.  ad  litt.  X.  18-21.     Augustine  helped  to  give  Mary  a  special  posi 
tion  between  Christ  and  Christians,  simply  because  he  first  emphasised  strongly  the 
sinfulness  of  all   men,  even  the  saints,  and  then  excepted  Mary.     Mary's  passive 
receptivity  in  relation  to  grace  is  emphasised  with  the  same  words  as  that  of  the  man 
Jesus. 
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consist  in  "  vision  "  and  "  fruition  "  is  at  the  root  of  and  runs 
through  everything.  Yet  the  most  spiritual  fact,  the  process  of 
sanctification,  is  attached  to  mysteriously  operating  forces. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  this  system  of  religion  is  new.  The 
old  Symbol — the  Apostles  interpreted  by  the  Nicene — was 
supplemented  by  new  material  which  could  only  be  very  loosely 
combined  with  it,  and  which  at  the  same  time  modified  the 
original  elements.  In  all  three  articles  the  treatment  of  sin,  for 
giveness,  and  perfecting  in  love  is  the  main  matter  (10-15;  25-33; 
41-52  ;  64-83).  Everything  is  presented  as  a  spiritual  process, 
to  which  the  briefly  discussed  old  dogmatic  material  appears 
subordinated.  Therefore,  also,  the  third  article  comes  into  the 
foreground ;  a  half  of  the  whole  book  is  devoted  to  the  few 
words  contained  in  it.  Even  in  the  outline,  novelty  is  shown : 
religion  is  so  much  a  matter  of  the  inner  life  that  faith,  hope, 
and  love  are  all-important  (3-8).  No  cosmology  is  given  in  the 
first  article ;  indeed,  physical  teaching  is  expressly  denied  to 
form  part  of  dogmatics  (9,  16  f.).  Therefore  any  Logos  doctrine 
is  also  wanting.  The  Trinity,  taught  by  tradition  as  dogma,  is 
apprehended  in  the  strictest  unity ;  it  is  the  creator.  It  is 
really  one  person ;  the  "  persons,"  as  Augustine  teaches  us 
in  other  writings,  are  inner  phases  (moments)  in  the  one  God; 
they  have  no  cosmological  import.  Thus  the  whole  Trinity 
also  created  the  man  Christ  in  Mary's  womb ;  the  Holy  Ghost 
is  only  named  because  "  spiritus  "  is  also  a  term  for  "  God's 
gift"  (donum  dei).  Everything  in  religion  relates  to  God  as 
only  source  of  all  good,  and  to  sin ;  the  latter  is  distinguished 
from  error.  Hereby  a  breach  is  made  with  ancient  intellectual- 
ism,  though  a  trace  of  it  remains  in  the  contention  that  errors 
are  very  small  sins.  Wherever  sin  is  thought  of,  so  is  free, 
predestinating  grace  (gratia  gratis  data).  The  latter  is  con 
trasted  with  the  sin  inherited  from  Adam  ;  it  first  gives  freedom 
to  the  enslaved  will.  The  exposition  of  the  first  article  closes 
with  the  reference  to  prevenient  and  subsequent  mercy.  How 
different  would  have  been  the  wording  of  this  article  if  Augus 
tine  had  been  able  to  give  an  independent  version  ! 

The  case  is  not  different  with  the  second  article.  The  actual 
contents  of  the  Symbol  are  only  briefly  touched  on — the 
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Second  Advent  is  merely  mentioned  without  a  single  Chiliastic 
observation.  On  the  other  hand,  the  following  points  of  view 
come  to  the  front.  On  the  one  side  we  have  the  unity  of 
Christ's  personality  as  the  man  (homo)  with  whose  soul  the 
Word  united  itself,  the  predestinating  grace,  that  introduced 
this  man  into  personal  unity  with  the  Deity,  although  he 
possessed  no  merits  (hence  the  parallel  with  our  regeneration) ; 
the  close  connection  of  Christ's  death  with  redemption  from  the 
devil,  atonement,  and  baptism  (forgiveness  of  sins).  But  on 
the  other  side  we  find  the  view  of  Christ's  appearance  and  history 
as  loftiness  in  humility,  and  as  the  pattern  of  the  Christian  life, 
Christ's  significance  as  redeemer1  is  quite  as  strongly  expressed 
for  Augustine  in  this  humility  in  splendour,  and  in  his  example 
of  a  Christian  life  (see  S.  Bernard  and  S.  Francis),  as  in  his 
death.  He  fluctuates  between  these  two  points  of  view.  The 
Incarnation  wholly  recedes,  or  is  set  in  a  light  entirely  un 
familiar  to  the  Greeks.  Thus  the  second  article  has  been 
completely  changed. 

The  chief  and  novel  point  in  the  third  article  consists  in  the 
freedom  and  assurance  with  which  Augustine  teaches  that  the 
forgiveness  of  sins  in  the  Church  is  inexhaustible.  When  we 
consider  the  attitude  of  the  ancient  Church,  Augustine,  and 
Luther,  to  the  sins  of  baptised  Christians,  an  external  criticism 
might  lead  us  to  say  that  men  grow  more  and  more  lax,  and 
that  the  increasing  prominence  given  to  grace  (the  religious 
factor)  was  merely  a  means  of  evading  the  strict  demands  made 
by  the  gospel  on  morality — the  Christian  life.  And  this  view 
is  also  correct,  if  we  look  at  the  great  mass  of  those  who 
followed  those  guides.  But  in  their  own  case  their  new  ideas 
were  produced  by  a  profounder  consciousness  of  sin,  and  an 
absorption  in  the  magnitude  of  divine  grace  as  taught  by  Paul. 
Augustine  stands  midway  between  the  ancient  Church  and 
Luther.  The  question  of  personal  assurance  of  salvation  had 
not  yet  come  home  to  him  ;  but  the  question  :  "  How  shall  I 
get  rid  of  my  sins,  and  be  filled  with  divine  energy?"  took  the 

1  Sin  and  original  sin  are  again  discussed  in  §§  41-52,  but  they  are  now  looked  at 
from  the  standpoint  of  their  removal  through  the  baptism  that  emanates  from  Christ's 
death. 
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first  place  with  him.  Following  the  popular  Catholic  view,  he 
looked  to  good  works  (alms,  prayer,  asceticism);  but  he  con 
ceived  them  to  be  the  product  of  grace  and  the  will  subject  to 
grace ;  further,  he  warned  Christians  against  all  external  doing. 
As  he  set  aside  all  ritualistic  mysticism,  so  he  was  thoroughly 
aware  that  nothing  was  to  be  purchased  by  almsgiving  pure 
and  simple,  but  that  the  issue  depended  on  an  inner  transforma 
tion,  a  pure  heart,  and  a  new  spirit  At  the  same  time  he  was 
sure  that  even  after  baptism  the  way  of  forgiveness  was  ever  open 
to  the  penitent,  and  that  he  committed  the  sin  against  the  Holy 
Ghost  who  did  not  believe  in  this  remission  of  sins  in  the  Church. 
That  is  an  entirely  new  interpretation  of  the  Gospel  saying. 
The  concluding  section  of  the  Symbol  (resurrectio  carnis)  is 
explained  even  more  thoroughly  than  the  forgiveness  of  sins  in 
its  third  treatment  in  the  third  article.  But  after  a  short  dis 
cussion  of  the  subject  proper — the  doctrine  of  predestination  1 
and  a  view  which  as  doctrine  is  likewise  virtually  new,  and 
takes  the  place  of  Origen's  theory  of  Apokatastasis — the  main 
theme  is  the  supposition  of  an  intermediate  state,  and  of  a 
cleansing  of  souls  in  it,  to  which  the  offerings  and  prayers  of 
survivors  can  contribute. 

Piety :  faith  and  love  instead  of  fear  and  hope.     Theory  of 

i  The  doctrine  of  predestination— before  Augustine  almost  unheard  of  in  the 
Catholic  Church — constituted  the  power  of  his  religious  life,  as  Chiliasm  did  that  of 
the  post-apostolic,  and  mysticism  that  of  the  Greek  Church.  In  Augustine, 
in  addition  to  its  Biblical  and  Neoplatonic  supports,  the  doctrine  had  indeed 
a  strong  religious  root — free  grace  (gratia  gratis  data).  But  the  latter  by 
itself  does  not  explain  the  importance  which  the  doctrine  had  gained  in  his 
case.  As  everything  that  lives  and  works  in  nature  is  attached  to  something  else, 
and  is  never  found  in  an  iitdependent  state,  so,  too,  there  is  no  distilled  piety. 
On  the  contrary,  so  long  as  we  men  are  men,  precisely  the  most  vital  piety 
will  be  least  isolated  and  free.  None  but  the  dogmatist  can  construct  such  a  religion. 
But  history  teaches  that  all  great  religious  personalities  have  connected  their  saving 
faith  inextricably  with  convictions  which  to  the  reflecting  mind  appear  to  be  irrelevant 
additions.  In  the  history  of  Christianity  there  are  the  three  named — Chiliasm, 
mysticism,  and  the  doctrine  of  predestination.  It  is  in  the  bark  formed  by  these 
that  faith  has  grown,  just  as  it  is  not  in  the  middle  of  the  stem,  but  at  its  circum 
ference,  where  stem  and  bark  meet,  that  the  sap  of  the  plant  flows.  Strip  the  tree, 
and  it  will  wither  !  Therefore  it  is  well-meant,  but  foolish,  to  suppose  that  Augus 
tine  would  have  done  better  to  have  given  forth  his  teaching  without  the  doctrine  of 
predestination. 
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religion  :  something  higher  than  aught  we  call  doctrine,  a  new 
life  in  the  power  of  love.  The  doctrine  of  Scripture :  the 
substance — the  gospel,  faith,  love  and  hope — God.  The  Trinity  : 
the  one  living  God.  Christology :  the  one  mediator,  the  man 
Jesus  into  union  with  whose  soul  the  Deity  entered,  without 
that  soul  having  deserved  it.  Redemption  :  death  for  the  benefit 
of  enemies  and  humility  in  greatness.  The  Sacraments  :  the 
Word  side  by  side  with  the  Symbols.  Salvation  (felicity)  :  the 
beata  necessitas  of  \.}\Q  good.  The  good:  blessedness  in  dependence 
on  God.  History  :  God  works  everything  in  accordance  with  His 
good  pleasure.  With  that  compare  the  dogmatics  of  the 
Greeks ! x 

The  extent  and  position  of  dogma  were  also  modified  by  this 
revolution.  The  old  dogmas  of  the  undivided  Church,  simply 
because  they  passed  into  the  background,  and  were  no  longer 
expressive  of  piety  itself,  became  more  rigid  ;  they  more  and 
more  received  the  character  of  a  legal  system.  The  new  dogmas, 
on  the  contrary,  the  doctrines  of  sin  and  grace  in  which  piety 
lived,  did  not  yet  receive  in  their  positive  form  the  position  and 
value  of  the  old,  nor  were  they  definitely  stated  in  rounded 
formulas.2  Thus,  through  the  instrumentality  of  Augustine,  the 
extent  and  importance,  in  the  history  of  dogma,  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  Church  became  more  uncertain.  On  the  one  hand,  that 
doctrine  was  referred  back  to  the  gospel  itself;  on  the  other,  it 
was  much  less  sharply  marked  off  than  before  from  theology, 
since  the  new  thoughts  were  not  enclosed  in  fixed  formulas. 
There  was  formed  round  the  old  dogma,  which  held  its  ground 
as  an  inflexible  authority,  a  vast  indefinite  circle  of  doctrines,  in 

1  An  excellent  comparison  between   Origen  and   Augustine  occurs  in  Bigg,  The 
Christian  Platonists,  pp.  284-290.     He  has  sharply  emphasised  the  inconsistencies  in 
Augustine's  doctrine  of  the  primitive  state,  original  sin,  and  grace,  but  he  has  not 
overlooked  the  advance  made  by  Augustine  on  Origen.     If  we  evolve  Augustine's 
doctrine  from  predestination,  then  Bigg  is  right  when  he  says  :  "Augustine's  system  is 
in  truth  that  of  the  Gnostics,  the  ancestors  of  the  Manichees.     For  it  makes  no  real 
difference  whether  our  doom  is  stamped  upon  the  nature  given  to  us  by  our  Creator, 
or  fixed  by  an  arbitrary  decree." 

2  The  resistance  of  the  Pelagians  and  their  associates  was  also  a  resistance  to  the 
formation  of  new  dogmas  in  general.     Exactly  like  the  Eusebians  in  the  Arian  con 
flict,  they  also  fought  against  the  new  construction  of  dogmas  by  the  North  African 
Church  on  formal  grounds. 
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which  the  most  important  religious  conceptions  lived,  and  which 
yet  no  one  was  capable  of  examining  and  weaving  into  a  fixed 
connection.  That  is  the  state  of  dogma  in  the  Middle  Ages. 
Side  by  side  with  the  growing  inflexibility,  the  process  of  internal 
dissolution  had  already  begun. 

During  the  storms  of  the  tribal  migrations,  just  before  the 
power  of  barbarianism  broke  in,  God  bestowed  on  the  Church 
a  man  who  judged  spiritual  things  spiritually,  and  taught 
Christendom  what  constituted  Christian  piety.  So  far  as  we 
can  judge,  the  young  Germano-Roman  peoples,  like  the  Slavs, 
would  have  remained  wholly  incapable  of  ever  appropriating 
independently  and  thoroughly  the  contemporary  Christian  re 
ligion,  the  Church  system  transmitted  to  them  as  law  and  cultus 
in  fixed  formulas,  they  would  never  have  pierced  through  the 
husk  to  the  kernel,  if  along  with  that  system  they  had  not  also 
received  Augustine.  It  was  from  him,  or  rather  from  the  Gospel 
and  Paulinism  under  his  guidance,  that  they  derived  the  courage 
to  reform  the  Church  and  the  strength  to  reform  themselves. 


CHAPTER  V. 

HISTORY    OF    DOGMA    IN    THE    WEST    DOWN    TO    THE   BEGIN 
NING   OF   THE   MIDDLE   AGES   (A.D.   430-604). 

WE  have  already  described  in  Vol.  III.  of  our  present  work,  as 
far  as  it  bore  on  the  history  of  dogma,  the  part  taken  by  the 
West  during  this  period  in  the  Christological  controversies  of  the 
East,  the  great  impetus  given  to  the  papacy  by  the  successors 
of  Damasus,  and  further  by  Leo  I.  and  his  successors.  We  have 
shown  how  the  papal  power  was  in  the  sixth  century  embroiled, 
and  (under  Justinian)  almost  perished,  in  the  East  Gothic  and 
Byzantine  turmoils ;  how  the  fifth  Council  produced  a  schism 
in  the  West,  and  shook  the  position  of  the  papacy,  and  how  on 
the  other  hand  the  latter  regained  and  strengthened  its  import 
ance  through  the  instrumentality  of  Gregory  I. l  *  We  also 

1  Gregory,  certainly,  had  almost  to  abandon  the  fifth  Council. 

2  The  papal  power  received  its  greatest  accession  of  authority  from  the  days  of 
Damasus  to  the  end  of  the  fifth  century  :  it  was  then  settled  that  the  primacy  was  to 
be  a  permanent  institution  of  the  Catholic  Church.     This  accession  of  strength  was 
partly  due  to  the  fact  that  in  that  century  the  Chair  of  St.  Peter  was  occupied  by  a 
number  of  peculiarly  capable,  clever,  and  energetic  Bishops.     But  the  advance  was 
caused  to  a  still  greater  extent  by  external  conditions.     The  most  important  may  be 
mentioned  here,    (i)  The  dogmatic  complications  in  the  East  gave  the  Popes  an  oppor 
tunity  of  acting  as  umpires,  or  of  exhibiting  in  full  light  the  doctrinal  correctness 
"characteristic  of  the  Chair  of  St.  Peter."     (2)  The  Western  Roman  Empire  leant 
ultimately  for  support,  in  its  decline,  on  the  Roman  Bishop  (see  the  Ep.  Valent.  III. 
to  Leo.  I.)  ;  when  it  perished  the  latter  was  its  natural  heir,  since  the  central  political 
power  in  the  West  was  gone,  and  the  Byzantine  Emperor  had  not  the  power,  the 
leader  of  the  German  hosts  not  the  prestige,  necessary  to  restore  it.     (3)  The  storms 
of  the  tribal  migration  drove  the  Catholics  of  Western  countries,  which  were  seized  by 
Arians,  into  the  arms  of  Rome  ;  even  where  this  did  not  happen  at  once,  the  opposi 
tion  ceased  which  had  been  previously  offered  to  the  claims  of  the  Roman  Bishop  by 
the  provinces,  especially  North  Africa.     (4)  The  patriarchal  constitution  never  got 
established   in  the  West,  and  the  Metropolitan  only  succeeded  in  part ;   thus  the 
development  into  the  papal  constitution  was  ensured  for  the  future.     (5)  The  tran 
sactions  with  the  political  power  of  Eastern  Rome  and  the  Imperial  Bishop  there  now 
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reviewed  the  important  work,  in  which  Vincentius  of  Lerinum 
standing  on  Augustine's  shoulders,  described  the  antiquitas 
catholica  fidei,  i.e.,  the  Catholic  conception  of  tradition.1  The 
whole  West  was  agitated  in  our  period  by  the  storms  of  the 
tribal  migrations.  The  ancient  world  received  its  final  blow, 
and  the  Church  itself,  so  far  as  it  was  composed  of  Romans, 
seemed  to  run  wild  under  the  horror  and  pressure  of  the  times.2 
The  young  peoples  which  streamed  in  were  Christian,  but  Arian. 
In  the  kingdom  of  the  Franks  alone  there  arose  a  Catholic, 
German  nation,  which  began  slowly  to  be  fused  with  the  ancient 
Roman  population  ;  but  the  Church,  with  its  cultus,  law,  and 
language,  remained  Latin  :  victus  victori  legem  dat.  The  Franks 
were  at  the  outset  in  the  Latin  Church,  as  at  the  present  day 
the  Mongolian  tribes  of  Finland  are  in  the  Greek  Church  of 
Russia.  This  Latin  Church,  which,  however,  had  parted  in 
Franconia  with  the  Roman  Bishop,  or  was  only  connected  with 
him  by  respect  for  him,  preserved  its  old  interests  in  Gaul  and 
Spain,  and  continued  its  former  life  until  the  end  of  the  sixth 
century.3  Even  up  till  that  time  the  old  civilisation  had  not 
wholly  perished  in  it,  but  it  was  almost  stifled  by  the  barbarian- 
compelled  the  Roman  Bishops,  that  they  might  not  be  at  a  disadvantage  in  dealing 
with  Constantinople,  to  deduce  their  peculiar  position,  which  they  owed  to  the  capital 
of  the  world,  entirely  from  their  spiritual  (their  apostolic  or  Petrine)  dignity.  But 
this  exclusive  basing  of  the  Roman  Chair  on  Peter  afforded  the  firmest  foundation 
at  a  time  when  all  political  force  tottered  or  collapsed,  but  the  religious  was  respected. 
Even  the  thought  of  political  sovereignty,  so  far  as  such  a  thought  could  arise  in  the 
Roman  Empire  at  all,  seems  to  have  dawned  on  Leo's  successors.  In  any  case,  the 
position  of  the  papacy  was  so  secure  at  the  close  of  the  fifth  century,  that  even  the 
frightful  storms  of  the  sixth  century  were  unable  to  uproot  it.  That  in  the  West — 
outside  of  Rome — the  theory  of  the  Roman  Bishop  (following  Matt.  XVI.)  came  but 
slowly  to  be  recognised,  and  that  the  attempt  was  made  to  retain  independence  as  far 
as  the  exigencies  of  the  case  permitted,  ought  to  be  expressly  noticed.  Theologians 
only  admitted  that  the  Roman  Bishop  represented  ecclesiastical  unity,  and  did  not 
assent  to  the  papistical  inference  that  it  was  the  prerogative  of  Rome  to  govern  the 
Churches. 

Vol.  III.,  p.  230  ff. 

Salvian.  de  gubern.  III.  44  :  "  Ipsa  ecclesia,  quse  in  omnibus  esse  debet  placatrix 
dei,  quid  est  aliud  quam  exacerbatrix  dei  ?  aut  prseter  paucissimos  quosdam,  qui 
mala  fugiunt,  quid  est  aliud  prene  omnis  ccetus  Christianorum  quam  sentina  viti- 
orum  ?  " 

3  See  Hatch,  "The  Organisation  of  the  Early  Christian  Churches,"  Lecture  viii., 
and  "The  Growth  of  Church  Institutions,"  p.  i  f. 
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ism,  which  resulted  from  fusion  with  the  invading  populace.  In 
North  Africa,  in  spite  of  dreadful  sufferings,  Catholic  Latin 
ecclesiasticism  held  its  ground  till  on  into  the  seventh  century. 
But  the  Church,  once  so  independent  in  its  relations  with 
Rome,  found  itself  compelled  more  than  once  in  this  period  to 
turn  for  succour  to  Rome  for  its  self-preservation.  The  posi 
tion  of  Italy,  i.e.,  of  the  Roman  Bishop,  was  wholly  peculiar,  for 
the  CJiurch  of  Middle  and  Lower  Italy  never  played  any  part  in 
Church  history.  So  far  as  a  Catholic  Church  still  existed  in  the 
West  in  the  German  Empire,  it  represented  the  remnant  of  the 
shattered  Western  Roman  Empire,  and  therefore  lay  in  the 
sphere  of  power  of  the  Roman  Bishop,  even  if  this  relationship 
might  not  take  any  definite  shape  for  the  moment  But  this 
Roman  Bishop  was  himself  fettered  to  the  East,  and  political 
and  ecclesiastical  ties  compelled  him  to  look  more  to  the  East 
than  the  West.  The  fact  that  he  nevertheless  did  not  lose  his 
connection  with  the  latter,  he,  in  the  sixth  century,  owed  more  to 
his  past,  and  his  impregnable  position  in  Rome,  than  to  a  deliber 
ate  policy.1 

Under  the  Catholic  Bishops  who  had  survived  in  Gaul  and 
North  Africa  as  representatives  of  the  Roman  Empire,  a  not 
altogether  unimportant  part  of  the  history  of  dogma  was 
enacted  in  our  period,  viz.,  the  fight  for  and  against  complete 
Augustinianism.  The  Roman  Bishop,  though  much  more  con 
cerned  with  the  Christological  and  political  questions  of  the 
East,  intervened  also  in  this  matter.  At  the  close  of  our  period, 
when  absolute  darkness  had  settled  on  the  West,  the  great 
monachist  Pope  and  "father  of  superstitions"  introduced  the 
ecclesiastical  world  to  the  Middle  Ages  in  the  form  required  by 
uncivilised  peoples.  In  doing  so,  he  had  not  to  do  violence  to 
his  own  convictions  ;  for  the  civilisation  that  was  passing  away 
inclined  to  barbarianism.2 

1  The  recognition  in  Rome  of  the  fifth  Council  had  almost  alienated  Italy  and 
North  Africa  from  the  Pope. 

2  Yet  classical  culture  was  never  quite  extinct  in  Italy  (Rome).    Its  representatives 
in  the  sixth  century  were  Cassiodorus,  the  pious  churchman,  on  the  one  hand,  and 
Boethius,  the  latitudinarian,  on  the  other.     The  former  laboured  earnestly  on  behalf 
of  the  Church  and  monachism  of  his  time  (compare  also  the  exertions  of  Junilius)  • 
the  latter  was  the  instructor  of  a  later  age  (see  above,  p.  34). 
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We  have  only  therefore  to  consider,  in  what  follows,  the  con 
flict  waged  round  Augustinianism,  and  the  position  of  Gregory 
the  Great  in  the  history  of  dogma.1 

1  On  the  history  of  the  Apostolic  Symbol  in  our  period  see  my  article  in  Herzog's 
R.  E.  3  Ed.  ;  Caspari,  Quellen  I. -IV.  Vols.  ;  v.  Zezschwitz,  System  der  Katechetik 
II.  I.  Of  the  additions  made  to  the  ancient  Roman  Symbol,  and  afterwards  univer 
sally  accepted,  the  only  one  important  dogmatically  is  the  phrase  "  communio  sanc 
torum."  It  can  be  proved  from  the  second  homily  of  Faustus  of  Rhegium  (Caspari, 
Kirchenhist.  Anekdota,  p.  338),  and  his  Tractat  de  symbolo,  which  he  certainly  did 
not  edit  himself  (Caspari,  Quellen  IV.,  p.  250  ff.),  that  South  Gallican  Churches  had 
the  words  "  communio  sanctorum  "  in  the  Apostolicum  in  the  second  half  of  the  fifth 
century.  It  is  debatable  whether  they  already  stood  in  the  Symbol  of  Nicetas,  whom 
I  identify  with  Nicetas  of  Romatiana — the  friend  of  Paulinus  of  Nola  ;  they  may  also 
have  merely  belonged  to  the  exposition,  which  was  strongly  influenced  by  Cyril's 
Catechisms  (see  Kattenlmsch,  Apost.  Symbolum,  1894,  Vol.  I).  If  it  were  certain 
that  they  were  merely  meant  in  the  Gallican  Symbol  to  stand  in  exegetical  apposition 
to  "  sancta  ecclesia,"  then  we  would  have  to  suppose  that  that  Symbol  had  been 
influenced  by  the  countless  passages  in  which  Augustine  describes  the  Church  as 
communio  sanctorum,  i.e.,  of  the  angels  and  all  the  elect,  inclusive  of  the  simple 
justi  (or  with  synonymous  terms).  But,  firstly,  one  does  not  conceive  how  a  mere 
exegetical  apposition  should  have  got  into  the  Symbol,  and  why  that  should  have 
nappened  particularly  in  Gaul ;  secondly,  the  explanation  of  the  words  by  Faustus 
points  in  another  direction.  We  read  in  his  second  homily  :  "  Credamus  et  sanc 
torum  communionem,  sed  sanctos  non  tarn  pro  dei  parte,  quani  pro  dei  honore 
veneremur.  Non  sunt  sancti  pars  illius,  sed  ipse  probatur  pars  esse  sanctorum. 
Quare  ?  quia,  quod  sunt,  de  illuminatione  et  de  similitudine  ejus  accipiunt  ;  in  sanctis 
autem  non  res  dei,  sed  pars  dei  est.  Quicquid  enim  de  deo  participant,  clivinse  est 
gratise,  non  naturae.  Colamus  in  sanctis  timorem  et  amorem  dei,  non  divinitatem  dei, 
colamus  merita,  non  quse  de  proprio  habent,  sed  quse  accipere  pro  devotione 
meruerunt.  Digne  itaque  venerandi  sunt,  dum  nobis  dei  cultum  et  futurae  vita: 
desiderium  contemptu  mortis  insinuant."  And  still  more  clearly  in  the  Tractate  (p. 
273  f-):  "•  •  •  transeamus  ad  sanctorum  communionem.  Illos  hie  sententia  ista 
confundit,  qui  sanctorum  et  amicorum  dei  cineres  non  in  honore  debere  esse  blas- 
phemant,  qui  beatorum  martyrum  gloriosam  memoriam  sacrorum  reverentia  monu- 
mentorum  colendam  esse  non  credunt.  In  symbolum  prsevaricati  sunt,  et  Christo  in 
fonte  mentiti  sunt."  Faustus  accordingly  understands  by  the  "sancti"  not  all  the 
justi,  but — as  Augustine  not  infrequently  does — the  specifically  '•  holy,"  and  he  con 
tends  that  the  words  aimed  at  the  followers  of  Vigilantius  who  rejected  the  worship 
of  the  saints.  In  that  case  "communio  sanctorum"  means  communion  of  or  with 
the  specifically  "  holy."  It  is  still  matter  of  dispute  whether  this  is  really  the  idea  to 
which  the  Apostolicum  owes  its  questionable  acquisition,  or  whether  the  latter  is 
only  a  very  early  artificial  explanation.  On  the  "  filioque'1  in  the  Constantinopolitan 
Creed,  see  Vol.  IV.,  p.  126  f. 
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I.   The  Conflict  between  Semi-Pelagianism  and  Augustinianism. 

Augustine  and  the  North-African  Church  had  succeeded  in 
getting  Pelagianism  condemned  ;  but  this  did  not  by  any 
means  involve  the  acceptance  of  Augustinianism  in  the  Church. 
Augustine's  authority,  indeed,  was  very  great  everywhere,  and 
in  many  circles  he  was  enthusiastically  venerated  j1  but  his 
doctrine  of  gratia  irresistibilis  (absolute  predestination)  met 
with  opposition,  both  because  it  was  new  and  unheard  of,2  and 
because  it  ran  counter,  not  only  to  prevalent  conceptions,  but 
also  to  clear  passages  of  Holy  Scripture.  The  fight  against  it 
was  not  only  a  fight  waged  by  the  old  conception  of  the  Church 
against  a  new  one — for  Semi-Pelagianism  was  the  ancient  doctrine 
of  Tertullian,  Ambrose,  and  Jerome — but  the  old  gospel  was  also 
defended  against  novel  teaching  ;  for  Semi-Pelagianism  was 
also  an  evangelical  protest,  wliicJi  grew  up  on  Augnstinian  piety, 
against  a  conception  of  the  same  A  ugustine  that  was  intolerable  as 
doctrine*  Accordingly,  it  is  not  strange  that  "  Semi-Pelagian 
ism  "  raised  its  head  in  spite  of  the  overthrow  of  Pelagianism  ; 
rather  it  is  strange  that  it  was  ultimately  compelled  to  submit  to 
Augustinianism.  This  submission  was  never  indeed  perfectly 
honest.  On  the  other  hand,  there  lurked  an  element  of  "  Semi- 
Pelagianism  "  in  Augustinianism  itself,  viz.,  in  the  doctrines  of 
the  primitive  state,  of  righteousness — as  the  product  of  grace 

1  See  the  Ep.  Prosper!  ad  Aug.  [225].     Here  Augustine  is  called  "  ineffabiliter 
mirabilis,  incomparabiliter  honorandus,  praestantissimus  patronus,  columna  veritatis 
ubique  gentium  conspicua,  specialis  fidei  patronus." 

2  See  Vincentius'  Common itorium. 

»  Semi-Pelagianism  also  rests  undoubtedly  on  Augtistinian  conceptions.  Loof  s 
designation  of  it  as  "  popular  Anti-Pelagian  Catholicism"  is  perfectlyjust  (see  Theol. 
Lit.  Ztg.  1895,  Col.  568,  against  Krilger,  I.e.  Col.  368).  "Semi-Pelagianism"  is  a 
malicious  heretical  term.  The  literary  leaders  of  this  doctrine  were  in  no  respect 
influenced,  so  far  as  I  see,  by  Pelagius,  nor  did  they  learn  anything  from  him  ;  on 
the  contrary,  they  take  their  stand — the  later  the  more  plainly  (but  not  more 
Augustinian) — on  doctrines  of  Augustine,  and  it  is  impossible  to  understand  them 
apart  from  his  teaching.  "  Semi-Pelagianism"  is  popular  Catholicism  made  more 
definite  and  profound  by  Augustine's  doctrines.  The  Semi-Pelagians  are  accordingly 
the  Eusebians  of  the  doctrine  of  grace.  See  also  Sublet,  Le  Semi-Pelagianisme  des 
Origines.  Namur,  1897. 
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and  the  will — and  of  merits.  When  Augustinianism  triumphed, 
these  points  necessarily  came  to  the  front.  But  a  situation  was 
thus  created  that  was  wholly  insecure,  capable  of  various  inter 
pretations,  and  untrue  in  itself. 

Augustine  himself  found  by  experience  that  his  doctrine  of 
grace  produced  internal  disturbances  among  the  monks  at 
Hadrumetum.  Free-will  was  done  with  ;  men  could  fold  their 
hands  ;  good  works  were  superfluous ;  even  at  the  Last  Judg 
ment  they  were  not  taken  into  account.  Augustine  sought  to 
appease  them  by  his  treatise,  De  gratia  et  lib.  arbitrio,  and  he 
followed  this  with  his  work,  De  correptione  et  gratia,  when  he 
heard  that  doubts  had  risen  whether  the  erring  and  sinful 
should  still  be  reprimanded,  or  if  their  case  was  sufficiently  met 
by  intercession.  Augustine  strove  in  these  writings  to  remove 
the  misunderstandings  of  the  monks,  but  he  formulated  his 
doctrine  of  grace  more  sharply  than  ever,  trying,  however,  to 
retain  free  choice  and  the  popular  Catholic  view.  A  year  or 
two  afterwards  (428-9)  he  was  informed  by  his  devoted  friends, 
Prosper,  Tyro,1  and  Hilary2  (Epp.  225,  226,),  that  at  Marseilles 
and  other  places  in  France  there  was  an  unwillingness  to  admit 
the  strict  doctrine  of  predestination,  and  the  view  that  the  will 
was  completely  impotent,3  because  they  paralysed  Christian 
preaching.  Augustine  replied,  confirming  his  friends,  but  giv 
ing  new  offence  to  his  opponents  by  his  two  writings,  De  prae- 
destinatione  sanctorum  and  De  dono  perseverantiae.  He  died 
soon  afterwards,  bequeathing  his  mantle  to  disciples  whose 
fidelity  and  steadfastness  had  to  atone  for  their  want  of  inde 
pendence.  The  Gallican  monks  ("  servi  dei  ")  now  advanced  to 
open  opposition.4  It  is  quite  intelligible  that  monks,  and 
Greek-trained  monks,  should  have  first  entered  the  lists. 
Among  them  the  most  prominent  were  Johannes  Cassianus, 

1  On  him  see  Wortcr's  Progr.,  Freiburg,  1867,  and  Hauck  in  the  R.  E. 

2  Not  to  be  confounded  with  Hilary  of  Aries,  the  Semi-Pelagian. 

3  The  opposition  was  at  first  cautious. 

4  An  accurate  description  of  the  controversy  has  been  given  by  Wiggers  in  the  2nd 
vol.    of   his   "  Pragmatische    Darstellung   des    Augustinismus    und    Pelagianismus 
(1833)  ;  see  also  Luthardt,  Die  L.   v.   fr.   Willen  (1863).     The  later  development 
from  Gregory  I.  to  Gottschalk  is  described  by  Wiggers  in  the  Ztsch.  f.  d.  hist. 
Theol,  1854-55-57-59. 


CHAP.  V.]      SEMI-PELAGIANISM   AND   AUGUSTINIANISM.  247 

father  of  South  Galilean  monachism1  and  disciple  of  Chrysos- 
tom  and  Vincentius  of  Lerinum.-  The  former  has  especially 
formulated  his  standpoint  in  the  I3th  Conference  of  his  "  colla- 
tiones  patrum,"  which  bears  the  title  "  De  protectione  dei."s 
He  takes  objection  above  all  to  absolute  predestination,  the 
particularism  of  grace,  and  the  complete  bondage  of  the  will. 
His  teaching  as  to  grace  and  liberty  is  as  follows. 

God's  grace  is  the  foundation  of  our  salvation  ;  every  begin 
ning  is  to  be  traced  to  it,  in  so  far  as  it  brings  the  chance  of  sal 
vation  and  the  possibility  of  being  saved.  But  that  is  external 
grace  ;  inner  grace  is  that  which  lays  hold  of  a  man,  enlightens, 
chastens,  and  sanctifies  him,  and  penetrates  his  will  as  well  as 
his  intelligence.  Human  virtue  can  neither  grow  nor  be  per 
fected  without  this  grace — therefore  the  virtues  of  the  heathens 
are  very  small.4  But  the  beginnings  of  the  good  resolve,  good 
thoughts,  and  faith — understood  as  the  preparation  for  grace — 
can  be  due  to  ourselves.  Hence  grace  is  absolutely  necessary 
in  order  to  reach  final  salvation  (perfection),  but  not  so  much  so 
in  order  to  make  a  start.  It  accompanies  us  at  all  stages  of 
our  inner  growth,  and  our  exertions  are  of  no  avail  without  it 
(libero  arbitrio  semper  co-operatur)  ;  but  it  only  supports  and 
accompanies  him  who  really  strives,  "who  reaches  forward  to 
the  mark."  Yet  at  times  God  anticipates  the  decision  of  men, 
and  first  renders  them  willing — e.g.,  at  the  call  of  Matthew  and 
Paul  ;  but  even  this — rare — action  of  grace  is  not  irresistible. 
Free-will  is  never  destroyed  by  God — that  we  must  hold,  even 
if  we  admit  the  incomprehensibleness  of  divine  grace.  Simi 
larly,  we  must  hold  firmly  to  the  conviction  that  God  wills  ear 
nestly  the  salvation  of  all,  and  that  therefore  Christ's  redemption 
applies  not  only  to  the  small  number  of  elect,  but  to  all  men. 

1  See  De  ccenobiorum  institutis  I.  XII.     Cf.  Hoch,  L.d.  Johannes  Cass.  v.  Natur 
u.  Gnade,  1895  (besides  Kriiger,  Theol.  Lit.-Ztg.  1895,  Col.  368  ff). 

2  The  Commonitoiium  is  directed  exclusively  against  Augustine.     The  fact  that  it 
has  reached  us  only  in  a  mutilated  form  is  explained,  indeed,  by  its  opposition  to  him. 
Apart  from  it,  Prosper  has  preserved  for  us  Vincentius'  objections  to  Augustine. 

:t  He  speaks  still  more  frankly  and  therefore  "  more  like  a  Pelagian  "  in  the  Insti 
tutions. 

4  Here  Cassian  has  learned  thoroughly  Augustine's  teaching,  and  we  see  that  he 
not  only  accommodated  himself  to  it,  but  had  been  convinced  by  it. 
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The  contrary  doctrine  involved  "  a  huge  blasphemy "  (ingens 
sacrilegium).  Predestination  can  therefore  be  only  grounded 
on  prescience — and  the  proposition  that  it  was  foreknown  what 
anything  would  have  been,  if  it  had  been  at  all,  had  at  that  time 
arisen  in  connection  with  the  question  of  those  dying  in  in 
fancy.1  But  Cassian  has  hardly  given  an  opinion  on  the  relation 
of  prescience  and  predestination.  Regarding  the  primitive 
state,  he  taught  that  it  was  one  of  immortality,  wisdom,  and 
perfect  freedom.  Adam  and  Eve's  Fall  had  entailed  corruption 
and  inevitable  sinfulness  on  the  whole  race.  But  with  a  free, 
though  a  weakened,  will,  there  also  remained  a  certain  ability 
to  turn  to  the  good.2 

1  Some  maintained,  namely,  that  the  fate  of  these  children  was  decided  by  how 
they  would  have  acted  if  they  had  lived  ;  for  that  was  known  to  God. 

2  Statements  by  Cassian.  (Coll.  Xlil.  3):  "  non  solum  actuum,  verum  etiam  cogi. 
tationum  bonarum  ex  deo  esse  principium,  qui  nobis  et  initia  sanctaa  voluntatis  in- 
spirat  et  virtutem  atque  opportuniiatem  eorum  quae  recte  cupimus  tiibuit  peragtndi 
.  .  .  deus  incipit  quae  bona  sunt  et  exsequitur  et  consummat  in  nobis,  nostrum  vero 
est,  ut  cotidie  adtrahentem  nos  gratiam  dei  humiliter  subsequamur."     5:   "gentiles 
veraecastiiatis  (and  that  is  the  virtue  KCLT'  t&xyv)  virtutem  non  agnoverunt."   6:  'Semper 
auxiliodei  homines  indigere  necaliquid  humanam  fragilitatem  quod  ad  salutem  pertinet 
per  se  solam  i.e. ,  sine  adiutorio  dei  posse  perficere. "    7  :  "propcsitum  dei,  quo  non  ob 
hoc  hominem  fecerat,  ut  periret,  sed  ut  in  perpetuum  viveret,  manet  immobile,  cuius 
benignitas  cum  bonoe  voluntatis  in  nobis  quantulamcunque  scintillam  emicuisse  per- 
spexerit  vel  quam  ipse  tamquam  de  dura  silice  nostri  cordis  excuderit,  confovet  earn 
et  exsuscitat  et  confortat  .  .  .  qui  enim  ut  pereat  unus  ex  pu<-illis  non  habet  volun- 
tatem,  quomodo  sine   ingenti   sacrilegio    putandus  cst  non  universaliter  omnes,  sed 
quosdam  salvos  fieri  velle  pro  omnibus  ?  ergo  quicumque  pereunt,  contra  illius  pereunt 
voluntatem  .  .  .  deus  mortem   non   fecit."     8:    "  tanta   est   erga   creaturam  suam 
pietas  creatoris,  ut  non  solum  comitetur  earn,  sed  etiam  praecedit  iugiter  providentia, 
qui  cum  in  nobis  ortum  quondam  bona?  voluntatis  inspexerit,  inluminat  earn  confestim 
atque  confortat  et  incitat  ad  salutem,  incrementum  tribuens  t-i  quam  vel  ipse  plantavit- 
vel  nostro  conatu  viderit  emersisse."     9:     "non   facile   humana  ratione  discernitur 
quemadmodum  dominus  pttentibus  tribuat,  a  quaerentibus  inveniatur  et  rur.-us  inveni- 
atur  a  non  quaerentibus  se  et  palam  adpareat  inter  illos,  qui  eum  non  interrogabant." 
jo  ;  "  lihertatem  scriptura  divina  nostri  confirmat  arbitrii  sed  et  infirmitatem."     n  : 
"  ita  sunt  hxc  quodammodo  indiscrete  permixta  atque  confusa,  ut  quid  ex  quo  pendeat 
inter  multos  magna   qusestione   volvatur,  i.e.,  utrum    quia  initium   bonae   voluntatis 
pnebuerimus  misereatur  nostri  deus,  an  quia  deus  misereatur  consequamur  bonce  vol 
untatis  initium  (in  the  former  case  Zacchseus  in  the  latter    Paul  and  Matthew  are 
named  as  examples)."     12:  "nun  enim  talum  deus  hominem  fecisse  credendus  est 
qui  nee  velit  umquam  nee  pos>it  bonum  .   .   .  cavendum  nobis  est,  ne  ita  ad  domin- 
ium  nmni.1  sanctorum  meiita  referamu-,  ut  nihil  nisi  id  quod  malum  atque  perversum 
est  l.umaneeadscribamus  naturae  .   .   .  dubitari  non  potest,  inesse  quidem  omni  animaa 
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It  is  usual  to  condemn  "  Semi-Pelagianism."  But  absolute 
condemnation  is  unjust.  If  a  universal  theory  is  to  be  set  up,  in 
the  form  of  a  doctrine,  of  the  relation  of  God  to  mankind  (as  object 
of  his  will  to  save),  then  it  can  only  be  stated  in  terms  of"  Semi- 
Pelagianism  "  or  Cassianism.  Cassian  did  not  pledge  himself  to 
explain  everything  ;  he  knew  very  well  that  "  God's  judgments 
are  incomprehensible  and  his  ways  inscrutable."  Therefore  he 
rightly  declined  to  enter  into  the  question  of  predestination. 
In  refusing,  however,  to  probe  the  mystery  to  the  bottom,  he 
demanded  that  so  far  as  we  affirmed  anything  on  the  subject, 
we  should  not  prejudice  the  universality  of  grace  and  the  ac 
countability  of  man,  i.e.,  his  free-will.  That  was  an  evangelical 
and  correct  conception.  But  as  Augustine  erred  in  elevating  the 
necessary  self-criticism  of  the  advanced  Christian  into  a  docti  me, 
which  should  form  tJie  sole  standard  by  which  to  judge  the  zvhole 
sphere  of  God's  dealings  with  men,  so  Cassian  erred  in  not  sepa 
rating  his  legitimate  theory  from  the  rule  by  which  the  individual 
Christian  ought  to  regard  his  own  religious  state.  He  thus 
opened  the  door  to  self-righteousness,  because  from  fear  of 
fatalism  he  would  not  bluntly  say  to  himself  and  those  whose 
spiritual  guide  he  was,  that  the  faith  which  does  not  know  that 
it  is  produced  by  God  is  still  entangled  in  the  life  of  self.1 

Prosper,  himself  an  ascetic  and  a  frequenter  of  the  famous 
cloisters  of  Provence,  had  already  attacked  his  friends  as 
Troubadour  of  Augustinianism  during  the  lifetime  of  Augustine 
(Carmen  de  ingratis,  see  also  the  Ep.  ad  Rufinum).  Now,  after 
430,  he  wrote  several  works  in  which  he  defended  Augustine, 
and  also  himself,  against  charges  that  had  been  brought  against 
Augustinianism.2  He  did  not  succeed  in  convincing  the  monks  ; 

naturaliter  virtutum  semina  beneficio  creatoris  inseita,  sed  nisi  haec  opitulatione  dei 
fuerint  excitata,  ad  incrementum  perfectionis  non  potuerunt  pervenire. " 

1  Semi-Pelagianism  is  no  "half  truth."     It  is  wholly  correct  as  a  theory,  if  any 
theory  is  to  be  set  up,  but  it  is  wholly  false  if  taken  to  express  our  self-judgment  in 
the  presence  of  God. 

2  Pro  Augustino  responsiones  ad  capitula   objectionum   Gallorum  calumniantium 
(against  the  Gallican  monks)  ;    Responsiones  pro  Augustino  ad  excerpta  quse    de 
Genuensi  civitate  sunt  missa  (against  Semi-Pelagian  priests  who  desired  aufklarung) ; 
Responsiones  pro  Augustino  ad  capitula  objectionum  Vincentiarium  (here  we  have  the 
most  acute  attacks  by  opponents).     The   "Gal'i"  adhered  to  Cassian,   though  he 
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for  his  admission  that  Augustine  spoke  too  harshly  ("  durius  ") 
when  he  said  that  God  did  not  will  that  all  men  should  be 
saved,1  did  not  satisfy,  and  their  scruples  were  not  even  removed 
by  his  contention  that  there  was  only  one  predestination  (to 
salvation),  that  we  must  distinguish  between  this  and  prescience 
(as  regards  the  reprobati),  and  in  doing  so  be  certain  that  God's 
action  was  not  determined  by  caprice,  but  by  justice  and  holi 
ness.2  He  did,  however,  succeed  in  getting  Pope  Celestine 
to  send  a  letter  to  the  Gallican  monks,  supporting  Augustine 
and  blaming  the  opposition  for  presumption.  The  Pope  was, 
however,  very  reserved  in  dealing  with  the  matter  in  question, 
although  he  stated  strongly  the  activity  of  grace  as  prevenient.3 
Prosper  now  wrote  (432)  his  chief  work  against  the  i$th 
Collatio  of  Cassian,  in  which  he  showed  more  controversial  skill, 
convicted  his  opponent  of  inconsistencies,  and  stated  his  own 
standpoint  in  a  more  cautious  form,  but  without  any  concession 
in  substance.  He  left  Gaul,  and  took  no  further  part  in  the  dis 
pute,  but  showed  in  his  "  Sentences  "  and  "  Epigrams  "  that  as  a 
theologian  he  continued  to  depend  on  Augustine  alone.4 

Another    Augustinian,  unknown    to  us,  author  of  the  work, 
De  vocatione  omnium   gentium,5  sought  to  do  justice  to  the 

hardly  mentions  original  sin,  while  they  taught  it,  and  he  does  not  speak  so  definitely 
as  they  about  predestination. 

1  Sentent.  sup.  VIII.  on  the  respons.  ad  capp.  Gallorum. 

2  Even  Augustine,  in  addition  to  expressing  himself  in  a  way  that  suggests  the  two 
fold  doctrine  of  predestination,  said  (De  dono  persev.  14)  :  "  Heec  est  prsedestinatio 
sanctorum  nihil  aliud  :  prsescientia  scil.  prseparatio  beneficiorum  dei  quibus  certissime 
liberantur,  quicunque  liberantur."     Prosper  takes  his  stand  on  this  language  (see 
resp.  ad  excerpt.  Genuens.  VIII.)  :   "  We  confess  with  pious  faith  that  God  has  foie- 
known  absolutely  to  whom  he  should  grant  faith,  or  what  men  he  should  give  to  his 
Son,  that  he  might  lose  none  of  them  ;  we  confess  that,  foreknowing  this,  he  also 
foresaw  the  favours  by  which  he  vouchsafes  to  free  us,  and  that  predestination  consists 
in  the  foreknowledge  and  preparation  of  the  ^divine  grace  by  which  men  are  most 
certainly  redeemed."     The  reprobate  accordingly  are  not  embraced  by  predestination, 
but  they  are  damned,  because  God  \\asforeseen  their  sins.     In  this,  accordingly,  pre 
science  is  alone  at  work,  as  also  in  the  case  of  the  regenerate,  who  fall  away  again. 
But  prescience  compels  no  one  to  sin. 

3  Cselest.  ep.  21.     The  appendix  was  added  later,  but  it  perhaps  was  by  Prosper. 
•»Gennadius  relates  (De  script,  eccl.  85)  that  Prosper  dictated  the  famous  letters  of 

Leo  I.  against  Eutyches.     But  he  gives  this  as  a  mere  rumour. 
5  Included  among  the  works  of  Prosper  and  Leo  I. 
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opposition  by  undertaking  to  combine  the  doctrine  of  the 
exclusive  efficacy  of  divine  grace  with  the  other  that  God  willed 
that  all  men  should  be  saved.  His  intention  proves  that  even 
among  Augustine's  admirers  offence  was  taken  at  his  principle 
of  the  particularism  of  God's  purpose  to  save.  But  the  laudable 
endeavour  to  combine  the  truth  of  Augustinianism  with  a  uni- 
versalist  doctrine  could  not  but  fail.  For  all  the  author's  dis 
tinctions  between  universal  grace  (creation  and  history)  and 
special  (Christ),  and  between  the  sensual,  animal,  and  spiritual 
will  (voluntas  sensualis,  animalis,  spiritalis),  as  well  as  his  asser 
tions  that  grace,  while  preparing  the  will,  does  not  supersede  it, 
and  that  God  desires  the  salvation  of  all,  could  not  remove  the  real 
causes  of  offence  (the  damnation  of  children  who  died  unbap- 
tised,  and  reprobation  in  general)  since  Augustinianism  was  to 
be  strictly  upheld.1  The  work  was  at  all  events  written  with 
the  honourable  intention  of  removing  doubts  and  establishing 
peace.  On  the  other  hand,  attempts  had  been  made  on  the 
Semi-Pelagian  side  from  the  first  to  make  Augustinianism  im 
possible,  by  an  unsparing  exposure  of  its  real  and  supposed 
consequences,  and  these  efforts  culminated  (about  450  ?)  in  the 
notorious  "  Praedestinatus  "  first  discovered  in  A.D.  1643.  The 
mystery  that  overhangs  this  work  has  not  yet  been  fully  solved ; 
but  it  is  probable  that  the  writing  of  a  predestinationist,  intro 
duced  into  Book  II.,  and  refuted,  from  the  standpoint  of  Semi- 
Pelagianism,  in  Book  III.,  is  a  forgery.  For  Augustine's 
teaching  is  unfolded  in  it  entirely  in  paradoxical,  pernicious,  and 
almost  blasphemous  propositions,  such  as  no  Augustinian  ever 
produced.2  (We  have  both  kinds  of  predestination  strictly 
carried  out  :  "  those  whom  God  has  once  predestined  will, 
even  if  they  neglect,  sin,  or  refuse,  be  brought  unwillingly  to 
life,  while  those  whom  he  has  predestined  to  death  labour  in 

1  A  minute  analysis  of  the  work  is  given  by  Wiggers,  II.  p.  218  ff.  and  Thomasius. 
I.  pp.  563-570.     It  is  to  be  admitted  that  the  work  marks  an  advance  by  its  desire  to 
admit  the  universality  of  God's  purpose  of  salvation.     But  the  doctrine  of  the  uni- 
versitas  specialis  is  only  a  play  on  words,  if  universitas  does  not  here  mean  more  than 
with  Augustine  and  Prosper,  namely,  that  men  of  all  nations  and  periods  will  be 
saved. 

2  See  Wiggers,  II.,  pp.  329-35°- 
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vain,  even  if  they  run  or  hasten)."  l  And  the  contention  that 
the  "  sect  of  the  predestinationists  "2  covers  itself  with  Augus 
tine's  name,  like  the  wolf  in  sheep's  clothing,  is  a  bold,  contro 
versial  trick  of  fence. 

Of  the  effects  produced  by  this  venomous  writing  nothing  is 
known  ;  on  the  other  hand,  we  do  know  that  Semi-Pelagianism 
continued  to  exist  undisturbed  in  Southern  Gaul,3  and,  indeed, 
found  its  most  distinguished  defender  in  Faustus  of  Rhegium 
(died  shortly  before  500),  formerly  Abbot  at  Lerinum.4  This 
amiable  and  charitable  Bishop,  highly  respected  in  spite  of 
many  peculiar  theories,  took  an  active  part  in  all  the  contro 
versies  and  literary  labours  of  his  time.  He  was  the  forerunner 
of  Gregory  I.  in  establishing,  from  the  Episcopal  Chair,  monas 
tic  Christianity  in  the  Gallican  communities.  He  had  entered 
the  lists  against  Pelagius  ("  pestifer  "),  and  he  now  fought  as 
decidedly  against  the  tenet  of  the  extinction  of  free-will  and 
the  doctrine  of  predestination,  which  he  declared  to  be  errone 
ous,  blasphemous,  heathen,  fatalistic,  and  conducive  to  immo 
rality.  The  occasion  was  furnished  by  Lucidus,  a  Presbyter  of 
Augustinian  views,  who  made  an  uncompromising  statement  of 
the  doctrine  of  predestination.  He  recanted  formally  after  the 
"  error  praedestinationis  "  had  been  condemned  at  a  Synod  at 
Aries  (475),  with  the  assistance,  if  not  on  the  instigation,  of 
Faustus.5  After  this  Synod,  and  a  second  at  Lyons,  Faustus 

1  "  Quos  deus  semel  prsedestinavit  ad  vitam,  etiamsi  negligant,  etiamsi  peccent, 
etiamsi  nolint,  ad  vitam  perducentur  inviti,  quos  autem   praedestinavit  ad  mortem, 
etiamsi  currant,  etiamsi  festinent,  sine  causa  laborant." 

2  Of  any  such  sect  absolutely  nothing  is  known.     There  is  no  original  authority  to 
show  that  there  actually  existed  "  libertines  of  grace,"  i.e.,  Augustinians  who,  under 
cover  of  the  doctrine  of  predestination,  gave  themselves  up  to  unbridled  sin.     The 
Semi-Pelagians  would  nochave  suffered  such  "  Augustinians  "  to  escape  them  in  their 
polemics.     There  may  have  arisen  isolated  ultra-Augustinians  like  Lucidus,  but  they 
were  not  libertines. 

3  North  Africa  was  removed  from  theological  disputes  by  the  dreadful  invasion  of 
the  Vandals.     The  majority  there  were  certainly  Augustinians,  yet  doubts  and  op 
position  were  not  wanting  ;  see  Aug.  Ep.  217  ad  Vitalem. 

4  See  Tillemont,  Vol.  XVI.,  and  Wiggers,  II.  224-329  ;  Koch,  Der  h.  Faustus  von 
Riez,  1895  (further,  Loofs,  Theol.  Lit.-Ztg.  1895,  Col.  567  ff.). 

5  See  Mansi  VII.,  where  we  have  also  (p.  1010)  Lucidus'  recantation  in  a  Libellus 
ad  episcopos.     Even  be-fore  the  S>nod  Faustus  had  an  interview  with  his  friend,  and 
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composed  his  work,  De  gratia  dei  et  humanae  mentis  libero 
arbitrio,  lib.  II.,  meant  to  explain  the  dogmatic  attitude  of  the 
Synods — against  Pelagius  and  predestination.1  Grace  and 
freedom  are  parallel  ;  it  is  certain  that  man,  since  Adam's  Fall, 
is  externally  and  internally  corrupt,  that  original  sin  and  death 
as  the  result  of  sin  reign  over  him,  and  that  he  is  thus  incapable 
of  attaining  salvation  by  his  own  strength  ;  but  it  is  as  certain 
that  man  can  still  obey  or  resist  grace.  God  wills  the  salvation 
of  all ;  all  need  grace ;  but  grace  reckons  on  the  will  which 
remains,  though  weakened ;  it  always  co-operates  zvith  the 
latter  ;  otherwise  the  effort  of  human  obedience  (labor  humanae 
obedient ios)'"2  would  be  in  vain.  Original  sin  and  free-will,  in  its 
infirm,  weakened  state  (infirmatum,  attenuatum),  are  not 
mutually  exclusive.  But  those  who  ascribe  everything  to  grace 
fall  into  heathen  and  blasphemous  follies.3  Our  being  saved  is 
God's  gift ;  it  does  not  rest,  however,  on  an  absolute  predestina 
tion,  but  God's  predetermination  depends  on  the  use  man  makes 
of  the  liberty  still  left  him,  and  in  virtue  of  which  he  can  amend 
himself  (prescience).  Faustus  no  longer  shows  himself  to  be  so 
strongly  influenced  by  Augustine's  thoughts  as  Cassian,4  al 
though,  as  a  theologian,  he  owes  more  to  him  than  the  latter 
does.  He  is  "  more  of  a  monk."  Faith  also  is  a  work  and  a 


he  wrote  a  doctrinal  letter  to  him  (VII.  1007  sq.)  which,  however,  was  equally  un 
successful. 

1  Further,  the  Professio  fidei  (to  Leontius)  contra  eos,  qui  dum  per   solam    dei 
voluntatem  alios  dicunt  ad  vitam  attrahi,  alios  in  mortem  deprimi,  hinc  fatum  cum 
gentilibus  asserunt,  inde  liberum  arbitrium  cum  Manichseis  negant. 

2  "Obeclientia"  plays  the  chief  part  with  Faustus  next  to  castitas.     In  this  the 
mediaeval  monk  announces  himself. 

3  Faustus  took  good  care  not  to   contend   against   Augustine ;    he   only  opposed 
Augustinianism.     This  is  true  of  the  Catholic  Church  at  the  present  day. 

4  Yet   he   expressed   himself  very  strongly  as  to   original  sin,   and    even    taught 
Traducianism.     As  with  Augustine,  pro-creation  is  the  means  of  transmitting  original 
sin,  which  rises  "  per  incentivum  maledictse  generationis  ardorem  et  per  inlecebro-um 
utriusque  pnrentis  amplexum."     Since  Christ  was  alone  free  from  this  heriiable  infec 
tion,  because  he  was  not  born   of  sexual   intercourse,   we   must   acknowledge   the 
pleasure  of  intercourse  and  vice  of  sensuality  to  be  the  origin  of  the  malum  originate. 
We  readily  see  that  everything  in  Augustinianism  met  with  applause  that  depreciated 
marriage.     And  these  monks  crossed  themselves  at  the  thought  of  Manichaeism  ! 
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human  achievement;1  ascetic  performances  are  in  general 
brought  still  more  to  the  front  by  him,  and  the  possibility  of 
grace  preceding  the  movement  of  the  will  towards  good  is 
understood  to  mean  that  salvation  is  first  offered  to  a  man 
from  without  by  means  of  preaching,  law,  and  reproof.  (In  this 
sense  Faustus  is  even  of  opinion  that  the  beginning  is  always 
the  work  of  grace.)  The  most  questionable  (Pelagian)  feature, 
however,  consists  in  Faustus  giving  a  very  subordinate  place  to 
internal  grace — the  adjutorium  essentially  means  for  him  ex 
ternal  aid  in  the  form  of  law  and  doctrine — and  that  he  clearly 
returns  to  the  Pelagian  conception  of  nature  as  the  original 
(universal)  grace  [gratia  prima  (universalis)].  It  is  manifest,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  he  sought  to  lead  precisely  ascetics  to 
humility ;  even  where  they  increase  their  own  merits  they  are 
to  remember  that  "  whatever  we  are  is  of  God,"  (dei  est  omne 
quod  sumus),  i.e.,  that  perfect  virtue  is  impossible  without  grace.2 
We  see  when  we  look  closely  that  Faustus  already  distinctly 
preached  implicitly  the  later  doctrine  of  meritum  de  congruo  et 
de  condigno.i  In  faith  as  knowledge,  and  in  the  exertions  of  the 
will  to  amend  ourselves,  we  have  a  merit  supported  by  the  first 
grace  (gratia  prima);  to  it  is  imparted  redeeming  grace,  and 
the  latter  now  co-operates  with  the  will  in  producing  perfect 
merits. 

In  his  own  time  Faustus  hardly  met  with  an  opponent,  not  to 
speak  of  one  his  equal.4  But  in  Rome  Augustine  was  held  in 

i  Faustus  even  supposes  that  fides  remained  as  the  knowledge  of  God  after  the 
Fall. 

See  lib.  II.  4.  On  the  other  hand,  Abel,  Enoch,  etc.,  were  saved  by  the  first 
grace,  the  law  of  nature,  II.  6,  7.  Since  Enoch  preceded  the  rest,  in  that  so  early 
age,  by  the  merit  of  faith  (fidei  merito),  he  showed  that  faith  had  been  transmitted  to 
him  with  the  law  of  nature  ;  see  also  II.  8  ("  et  ex  gentibus  fuisse  salvatos,"  7). 

3  Wiggers  calls  attention  (p.  328)  to  Faustus'  principle,  important  for  the  sake  of 
later  considerations  in  the  Church  :  "  Christus  plus  dedit  quam  totus  mundus  vale- 
bat  "  (De  grat.  et  lib.  arb.  16). 

«  The  most  distinguished  writers  of  the  age  held  similar  views,  e.g.,  Arnobius  the 
younger,  Gennadius  of  Marseilles,  Ennodius  of  Ticinum.  Augustine's  own  authority 
was  already  wavering  ;  for  Gennadius  permitted  himself  to  write  of  him  (De  script, 
eccl.  39)  :  "  unde  ex  multa  eloquentia  accidit,  quod  dixit  per  Salomonem  spiritus 
sanctus  :  ex  multiloquio  non  effugies  peccatum "  and  "  error  tamen  illius  sermone 
multo,  ut  dixi,  contractus,  lucta  hostium  exaggeratus  necdum  hssresis  quajstionem 
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high  honour,  without  anyone,  certainly,  saying  how  far  he  was 
prepared  to  go  with  him,  and  doctrines  which  directly  contra 
dicted  him  were  not  tolerated.  If  we  may  ascribe  the  decree, 
De  libris  recipiendis  et  non  recipiendis,  to  Gelasius,  then  that 
Pope,  who  is  also  proved  by  other  facts  to  have  been  a  strong 
opponent  of  Pelagianism,  declared  Augustine  and  Prosper's 
writings  to  be  in  harmony  with  the  Church,  but  those  of  Cassian 
and  Faustus  "  apocryphal."  But  the  course  of  affairs  in  Rome 
at  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  century  makes  the  ascription  of 
this  decree  to  Gelasius — in  its  present  form — improbable.  That 
is,  as  Pelagianism  had  formerly  amalgamated  with  Nestorianism, 
to  which  it  gravitated,  and  had  thus  sealed  its  doom,  so  Semi- 
Pelagianism  did  not  escape  the  fate  of  being  dragged  into  the 
Christological  controversy,  and  of  being  assailed  by  the  dislike 
which  orthodoxy  influenced  by  Monophysitism  cherished  against 
all  "  that  was  human."  Those  Scythian  monks  in  Constanti 
nople,  who  wished  to  force  Theopaschitism  on  the  Church,1 
handed  to  the  Legate  of  Pope  Hormisdas  a  Confession  of  faith, 
in  which  they  opposed  the  remains  of  Nestorianism  as  well  as 
the  doctrine  that  grace  did  not  effect  the  act  of  will  and  its 
accomplishment  (5 19).2  Dismissed  by  the  Legate,  they  brought 
their  view  in  person  before  the  Pope,  and  sent  a  report  to  the 
banished  North  African  Bishops,  who  were  residing  in  Sardinia, 
and  among  whom  the  most  important  was  Fulgentius  of  Ruspe, 
a  practised  disputant  against  Arianism,  and  a  faithful  adherent 
of  Augustine.  The  report  of  the  Scythians,  which  discussed 
Christology  as  well  as  the  doctrine  of  grace,  and  quoted  in  sup 
port  of  the  latter — in  its  Augustinian  form — Eastern  and  West 
ern  authorities,  closes  with  the  words:  "We  hold  it  necessary 

absolvit."  Many  MSS.  have  suppressed  these  passages  !  We  find  it  said  of  Prosper 
(c.  85)  that  in  his  work  against  Cassian  he  "quae  ecclesia  dei  salutaria  probat,  in- 
famat  nociva."  Cassian  and  Faustus  are  highly  prnised. — As  sources  for  Semi-Pela- 
gianism  there  fall  further  to  be  considered  the  homilies,  only  in  part  by  Faustus, 
which  are  printed  in  the  Max.  Bibl.  Lugd.  T.  VI.,  pp.  619-686  ;  see  on  them  Caspari, 
Briefe,  Abhandlungen  u.  Predigten  (1890)  p.  418  ff. 

i  See  Vol.  IV.,  p.  231. 

'2  These  "  Scythians  "  were  well  versed  in  Western  thought,  their  leader,  Maxen- 
tius,  who  wrote  in  Latin,  belonged  himself  to  the  West.  In  the  Confession  of  faith 
they  treat  of  grace,  "  non  qua  creamur,  sed  qua  recreamur  et  renovamur."  Pelagius, 
Cselestius,  and  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  are  grouped  together. 


256  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA.  [CHAP.  V. 

to  add  this ;  not  as  if  you  did  not  know  it,  but  we  have  con 
sidered  it  useful  to  insert  it  in  our  short  paper,  in  order  to  refute 
the  folly  of  those  who  reject  it  as  containing  tenets  novel  and 
entirely  unheard  of  in  the  churches.  Instructed  in  the  teaching 
of  all  these  holy  Fathers,  we  condemn  Pelagius,  Crelestius, 
Julian,  and  those  of  a  similar  type  of  thought,  especially  the 
books  of  Faustus  of  the  cloister  of  Lerinum,  which  there  is  no 
doubt  were  written  against  the  doctrine  of  predestination.  In 
these  he  attacks  the  tradition  not  only  of  these  holy  Fathers,  but 
also  of  the  Apostle  himself,  annexing  the  support  of  grace  to 
human  effort,  and,  while  doing  away  with  the  whole  grace  of 
Christ,  avowing  impiously  that  the  ancient  saints  were  not 
saved,  as  the  most  holy  Apostle  Peter  teaches,  by  the  same 
grace  as  we  are,  but  by  natural  capacity." 

The  North  Africans  assented  to  this,  and  Fulgentius  in  reply 
wrote  his  work,  De  incarnatione  et  gratia,  in  which,  as  in  earlier 
writings,  he  defended  the  Augustinian  standpoint,  and  especially 
derived  original  sin  from  the  lust  of  sexual  intercourse.  Free 
will  in  the  state  of  sin  was  wickedly  free  (male  liberum),  and 
Christ's  grace  was  to  be  sharply  distinguished  from  grace  in 
creation  (gratia  creans)  [c.  12];  the  act  of  willing  is  not  ours, 
and  assistance  God's,  business,  but  "  it  is  the  part  of  God's  grace 
to  aid,  that  it  may  be  mine  to  will,  believe"  (c.  16:  gratise  dei 
est  adjuvare,  ut  sit  meum  velle  credere).  Rom.  II.  14,  is  to  be 
applied  to  the  Gentiles  justified  by  faith  (c.  25)  ;  and  the  par 
ticularism  of  grace  is  also  maintained.'  The  Scythians  left 
Rome,  leaving  behind  them  an  anathema  on  Nestorians,  Pela 
gians,  and  all  akin  to  them.  The  celebrated  name  of  Faustus 
appeared  in  a  bad  light,  and  Possessor,  an  exiled  African 
Bishop  who  lived  in  Constantinople,  hastened  to  recommend 
himself  to  the  Pope  by  the  submissive  query,  What  view  was 
now  to  be  taken  of  Faustus?  assuring  him  at  the  same  time  that 
distinguished  State  officials  equally  desired  enlightenment.2 
Hormisdas  gave  a  reserved  answer  (Aug.  520).  The  Scythian 
monks  were  branded  as  vile  disturbers  of  orthodoxy ;  Faustus 

1  See  Wiggers  II.,  pp.  369-4  9.     According  to  Fulgentius,  even  Mary's  conception 
was  stained,  and  therefore  not  free  from  original  sin,  see  c.  6. 

2  All  these  transactions  in  .Mansi  VJII. 
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was  described  as  a  man  whose  private  views  need  disquiet 
nobody,  as  the  Church  had  not  raised  him  to  the  post  of  a 
teacher  ;  the  doctrine  of  the  Roman  Church  as  regards  sin  and 
grace  could  be  seen  from  Augustine s  writings,  especially  those  to 
Prosper  and  Hilary.  The  Scythians  sent  a  vigorous  reply, 
sparing  the  Pope  in  so  far  as  they  questioned  the  authenticity 
of  his  letter.  If  Augustine's  teaching  was  that  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  then  Faustus  was  a  heretic  ;  that  is  what  the  Pope 
would  have  necessarily  said.  The  heresy  was  perfectly  clear ; 
for  Faustus  only  understood  by  prevenient  grace,  external  grace 
— the  preaching  of  the  gospel.  At  the  same  time,  the  monks 
instigated  Fulgentius  now  to  write  directly  against  Faustus, 
which  he  did  in  the  Seven  Books  c.  Faustum  (lost)  and — on  his 
return  to  Africa  A.D.  523 — in  his  work,  De  veritate  prsedestina- 
tionis  et  gratise  dei  (1.  III.)  In  this  work  Fulgentius  expounds 
out  and  out  Augustinianism  (particularism  of  the  will  to  save), 
but  rejects  the  idea  of  a  predestination  to  sin  (nevertheless  to 
punishment).1  The  Bishops  remaining  in  Sardinia  concurred 
fully  with  their  colleague  in  the  Ep.  Synodica  addressed  to  the 
Scythian  monks  :  grace  is  the  light,  the  will  the  eye  ;  the  eye 
needs  light  in  order  to  be  able  to  see  the  light.  Faustus'  theses 
are  "  inventions,  contrary  to  the  truth,  entirely  hostile  to  the 
Catholic  faith"  (commenta,  veritati  contraria,  catholicae  fidei 
penitus  inimica). 

These  conflicts  could  not  be  without  consequence  for  South 
ern  Gaul.  Still  greater  effect  was  produced  by  the  reading  of 
Augustine's  writings,  especially  his  sermons.  In  an  age  that 
thought  solely  in  contrasts,  the  dilemma  whether  Augustine 
was  a  holy  doctor  or  a  heretic  could  only  be  decided  ultimately 
in  favour  of  the  incomparable  teacher.  Caesarius  of  Aries,  the 
most  meritorious  and  famous  Bishop  at  the  beginning  of  the 
sixth  century,  had,  though  trained  in  Lerinum  and  never  wholly 
belying  his  training,  so  steeped  himself  in  Augustine's  works, 
that  he  would  not  abandon  him,  and  his  theology  and  sermons 
became  a  mirror  of  the  master's  important  thoughts  and  forms 
of  expression  (though  not  of  all  or  the  most  characteristic  of 

1  On  the  derivation  of  original  sin,  see  I.  4  :  "  proinde  de  immunditia  nuptiarum 
mundus  homo  non  nascitur,  quia  interveniente  libidine  seminatur." 
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them).1  He  fought  against  (  +  542)  the  writings  and  authority 
of  Faustus.2  In  Southern  Gaul  he  at  first  met  with  much  oppo 
sition,  but  still  more  indifference — for  how  many  Bishops  were 
there  at  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  century  capable  of  under 
standing  Augustinianism  ?  In  Rome,  on  the  contrary,  he  found 
approval.3  This  approval  was  not  without  effect  in  Gaul.4  A 
mixed  Synod  at  Orange5  in  A.D.  529  under  the  presidency  of 
Csesarius  approved  of  twenty-five  Canons,  i.  e.,  headings  extracted 
by  Pope  Felix  IV.  from  Augustine  and  Prosper's  writings,  and 
sent  by  him  to  the  South  Gallicans  as  the  doctrine  of  the 
"  ancient  Fathers,"  in  order  to  support  Csesarius  in  his  fight 
against  Semi-Pelagianism.6 

These  Canons7  are  strongly  anti-Semi-Pelagian: — 3:  "The 
grace  of  God  is  not  granted  in  response  to  prayer,  but  itself 
causes  the  prayer  to  be  offered  for  it."  4 :  "  That  we  may  be 

1  See  Arnold's  interesting  monograph,  Casarius  von  Arelate  und  die  gallische  Kirche 
s.  Zeit,  1894.     An  edition  of  the  Opp.  Cossarii  is  forthcoming. 

2  Avitus  of  Vienne  is  usually  named  along  with  him  ;  but  after  Arnold's  authorita 
tive  account  of  the  former  (p.  202  ff. ),  he  must  be  disregarded.     On  the  other  hand, 
Mamertus  Claudianus  is  to  be  named  as  an  opponent  of  Faustus  (Arnold,  p.  325) ; 
he  is  an  Augustinian  and  Neoplatonist,  and  thus  an  enemy  of  Semi-Pelagianism  as  a 
metaphysician. 

s  Caesarius'  work,  however,  De  gratia  et  libero  arbitrio,  and  its  approval  by  Felix 
IV.  belong  to  the  realm  of  fiction  (Arnold,  p.  499).  On  the  other  hand,  we  have  to 
notice  some  indirect  manifestations  on  the  part  of  Rome  about  A.D.  500  in  favoui  of 
Augustinianism  and  against  Faustus.  Yet  Rome  never  took  the  trouble  really  to 
comprehend  Augustinianism. 

4  We  only  know  of  the  Synod  of  Valencia,  at  which  Ceesarius  was  not  present, 
owing  to  illness,  but  where  he  was  represented  by  a  friendly  Bishop,  from  the  Vita 
Csesarii  by  his  disciple  Cyprian  (Mansi  VIII.,  p.  723).     Hefele  has  shown  (Concilien- 
gesch.,  II.-  p.  738  tf.),  that  it  is  to  be  dated  before  the  Synod  of  Orange.     It  seems 
necessary  to  infer  from  the  short  account  that  the  Bishops  met  to  oppose  Caesarius, 
and  publisaed  a  decree  condemning,  or  at  least  disapproving  his  teaching  (see  also 
Arnold,  p.  346  ff.).      At  Orange  Caesarius  justified  himself,  or  triumphantly  defended 
his  doctrine  from  "Apostolic  tradition,"  and  Pope  Boniface  agreed  with  him,  and 
not  with  his  Vaiencian  opponents. 

5  See  Arnold  p.  350  ft". 

6  We  cannot  now  decide  whether  the  25    Canons  are  absolutely  identical  with 
those  transmiited  heads,  or  whether    the  Synod  (perhaps  even  the  Pope?)  proposed 
trifling  modifications  ;  see  Chap.  XIX.  of  the  Treves  Codex  in  Mansi  VIII.,  p.  722. 
However,  it  is  very  improbable  that  the  Bishops  made  important  changes  in  these 
heads  (yet  see  Arnold,  p.   352)  since  according  to  them  they  expounded  their  own 
view  in  the  Epilogue. 

7  See  Hahn,  §  103  ;  Hefele,  p.  726  f. 
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cleansed  from  sin,  God  does  not  wait  upon,  but  prepares,  our 
will."  5:  "The  beginning  of  faith  is  not  due  to  us,  but  to  the 
grace  of  God — that  state  of  believing  by  which  we  believe  in 
him  who  justifies  the  impious,  and  attain  the  regeneration  of 
holy  Baptism,  is  brought  about  through  the  gift  of  grace,  i.e.,  the 
inspiration  of  the  Holy  Spirit  correcting  our  will  from  unbelief 
to  faith,  and  is  not  ours  naturally."  6  :  "It  is  the  work  of  grace 
that  we  believe,  will,  desire,  attempt,  knock,  etc.,  and  not  vice- 
versa."  7  :  "We  cannot  without  grace  think  or  choose,  by  our 
natural  powers,  anything  good  that  pertains  to  salvation."  8  : 
"It  is  untrue  that  some  attain  baptismal  faith  by  mercy,  others 
by  free-will."  9 :  "As  often  as  we  do  good,  God  works  in  and 
with  us,  that  we  may  work."  10:  "Even  the  regenerate  and 
holy  always  need  the  divine  aid."  1 1  :  "  We  can  only  vow  to 
God  what  we  ourselves  have  received  from  him."  12  :  "God 
loves  us  as  we  shall  be  by  his  gift,  not  as  we  are  by  our  merit." 
13:  "Choice  of  will,  weakened  in  the  first  man,  cannot  be  re 
paired  except  by  the  grace  of  Baptism."  16  :  "  Let  no  one 
boast  of  what  he  seems  to  have  as  if  he  did  not  receive  it,  or 
think  that  he  has  received,  because  the  letter  appeared  or  was 
sounded  outwardly  that  it  might  be  read  or  heard."  17  :  "  On 
the  love  of  God  diffused  in  hearts  by  the  Holy  Spirit."  18: 
"Undeserved  grace  precedes  meritorious  works."  19:  "Even 
if  it  had  remained  in  the  sound  state  in  which  it  was  created, 
human  nature  would  by  no  means  preserve  itself  without  the 
aid  of  its  creator."  21  :  "The  law  does  not  justify,  and  grace 
is  not  nature  ;  therefore  Christ  died  not  gratuitously,  but  that 
the  law  might  be  fulfilled,  and  that  nature,  ruined  by  Adam, 
might  be  repaired  by  him."  22  :  "  No  one  has  anything  of  his 
own  but  falsehood  and  sin,"  and  "  The  virtue  of  heathens  is  pro 
duced  only  by  worldly  desire,  that  of  Christians  springs  not 
from  free  will,  but  from  the  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghost."  I  23:  "  In 
(doing)  evil  men  carry  out  their  own  will,  but  when  they  do 
what  they  resolve  in  order  to  serve  the  divine  will,  although 
their  actions  are  willed  by  them,  yet  it  is  his  will  by  which  their 
act  of  will  is  both  prepared  and  commanded."  24  :  "  The  twig 

1  This  Canon  caused  the  greatest  distress  to  the   Catholic  Church  in  the  sixteenth, 
seventeenth,  eighteenth,  and  nineteenth  centuries  (see  Hefele,  p.  733  f.). 
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does  not  benefit  the  stem,  but  the  stem  the  twig ;  so  also  those 
who  have  Christ  in  them  and  abide  in  him  do  not  benefit  Christ, 
but  themselves."  25  :  "  To  love  God  is  the  gift  of  God." 

The  definition  given  by  the  Bishops,  after  drawing  up  these 
heads,  is  likewise  strongly  anti-Semi-Pelagian.1  But  no  mention 
is  made  of  predestination,'2  nor  is  the  inner  process  of  grace,  on 
which  Augustine  laid  the  cJiief  stress, properly  appreciated.  The 
former  fact  would  have  been  no  blemish  in  itself;  but  at  that 
time,  when  the  question  was  whether  the  whole  Augustine  was 
authoritative  or  not,  silence  was  dangerous.  Those  who  were 
disposed  to  Semi-Pelagianism  could  appeal  to  the  fact  that 
Augustine's  doctrine  of  predestination  was  not  approved,  and 
might  then  introduce  into  this  unsanctioned  tenet  a  great  deal 
that  belonged  to  the  doctrine  of  grace.  This  actually  took 
place.  Accordingly  the  controversy  only  came  apparently  to  an 
end  here.  But  the  continued  vitality  of  Semi-Pelagian  ideas, 
under  cover  of  Augustinian  formulas,  was  further  promoted  by 
that  external  conception  of  grace  as  the  sacrament  of  Baptism, 
which  lay  at  the  root  of  the  decree.  "  Love,"  it  is  true,  was  also 
discussed  ;  but  we  see  easily  that  the  idea  of  the  sacrament  was 
all-predominant.  "  Even  Augustine's  adherents,"  it  has  been  truly 
remarked,  "  lost  sight  of  the  distinction  between  Augustinianism 
and  Semi-Pelagianism  in  relation  to  all  who  were  baptised'."  It 
was  Augustine  himself,  who,  because  he  had  not  comprehended 
the  notion  of  faith,  was  to  blame  for  the  fact  that,  at  the  close 
of  the  dispute,  a  conception  was  evolved  as  his  doctrine  which, 
while  explaining  grace  to  be  beginning  and  end,  really  held  to 
the  magical  miracle  of  Baptism,  and  to  "  faithful  working  with 
the  aid  of  Christ"  (fideliter  laborare  auxiliante  Christo). 

1  Yet  Augustine  would  not  have  written  the  sentence  :  "  hoc  etiam  credimus,  quod 
accepta  per  baptismum  gratia  omnes  baptizati  Chcisto  auxiliante  et  co-operante,  qiue 
ad  salutem  animse  pertinent,  possint  et  debeant,  si  fideliter  laborare  voluerint,  adini- 
plere."     Besides,  the  words  "quse  ad  salutem  pertinent  adimplere"  and  "fideliter 
laborare  "  are  ambiguous. 

2  The  word  only  occurs  in  the  epilogue,  and  there  merely  to  reject  pradestinatio  ad 
malum  :  ' '  aliquos  vero  ad  malum  divina  potestate  predestinates  esse  non  solum  non 
credimus,  sed  etiam,  si  sunt  qui  tantum  malum  credere  velint,  cum  omni  detestatione 
illis  anathema  dicimus."     The  decree  is  also  silent  as  to  gratia  irresistibilis,  and  the 
particularism  of  God's  will  to  bestow  grace. 
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The  new  Pope,  Boniface  II.,  approved  of  these  decrees  in  a 
letter  to  Caesarius  ;  l  they  have  retained  a  great  esteem  in  the 
Catholic  Church,  and  were  very  thoroughly  considered  by  the 
Council  of  Trent.2  Henceforth,  the  doctrine  of  prevenient 
grace,  on  which  the  Pope  also  laid  particular  stress,  is  to  be 
regarded  as  Western  dogma  ;  the  Semi- Pelagians  have  to  be 
acknowledged  heretics.  But  the  controversy  could  begin  anew 
at  any  moment,  as  soon,  namely,  as  any  one  appeared,  who,  for 
the  sake  of  prevenient  grace,  also  required  the  recognition  of 
particular  election  to  grace.  If  we  consider  which  of  Augustine's 
doctrines  met  with  acceptance,  and  which  were  passed  over,  if 
further  we  recollect  why  the  former  were  approved,  we  are 
compelled  to  say  that,  next  to  anxiety  to  secure  to  the 
Sacrament  of  Baptism  its  irreplaceable  importance,  it  was  the 
monastic  view  of  the  impurity  of  marriage  that  especially  operated 
here.  All  are  sinful,  and  grace  must  come  before  our  own 
efforts,  because  all  are  born  from  the  sinful  lust  of  sexual 
intercourse.  The  Catholic  system  of  doctrine  has  risen  from  a 
compromise  between  two  equally  monastic  conceptions :  the 
meritoriousness  of  works  and  the  impurity  of  marriage.  Both 
thoughts  were  Augustinian  in  themselves  and  in  their  working 
out;  but  the  moving  soul  of  Augustinianism  was  starved.  It  is 
a  fact  that  has  not  yet  been  sufficiently  appreciated  that  Catholic 
doctrine  did  not  adhere  to  Semi-Pelagianismy  because  the  former 
declared  sexual  desire  to  be  sinful.3 

1  Mansi  VIII.,  p.  735  sq.     The  tesolutions  were  also  subscribed  by  laymen,  a  thing 
almost  unheard  of  in  the  dogmatic  history  of  the  ancient  Church,  but  not  so  in  Gaul 
in  the  sixth  century;  see  Hatch,  "The  Growth  of  Church  Institutions"  chap.  VIII. 

2  The  Roman  Bishops  evidently  felt  their  attitude  in  the  Semi-Pelagian  controversy 
prejudiced  by  the  decisions  of  their  predecessors  against  Pelagius.     We  look  in  vain 
for  an  independent  word  coming  from    internal  conviction  (Gelasius  is  perhaps  an 
exception),  and  yet  it  is  quite  essentially  "thanks"  to  them  that  the  Semi-Pelagian 
dispute  ended  with  the  recognition  of  the  Augustinian  doctrine  of  prevenient  grace 
and  with  silence  as  to  predestination. 

8  Seeberg(Dogmengesch.  I.,  p.  326),  has  disputed  this,  because  the  representatives  of 
Semi-Pelagianism  made  the  strongest  assertions  on  this  point  (see  especially  Faustus), 
and  because  the  opposition  between  them  and  the  Augustinians  actually  depended  on 
quite  different  issues.  Both  objections  are  quite  correct,  but  they  do  not  meet  the 
above  statement ;  the  Semi-Pelagian  doctrine  of  grace  could  not  but  react  upon  and 
modify  Augustine's  doctrine  of  original  sin,  and  therefore  also  the  view  of  the  evil  of 
sin  as  necessarily  propagated  by  sexual  intercourse,  involving  damnation,  and  de- 
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2.     Gregory  the  Great. 

The  doctrine  of  grace  taught  by  Pope  Gregory  the  Great 
(590  to  604)  shows  how  little  Augustinianism  was  understood 
in  Rome,  and  how  confused  theological  thought  had  become 
in  the  course  of  the  sixth  century.  A  more  motley  farrago  of 
Augustinian  formulas  and  crude  work-religion  (ergismus) 
could  hardly  be  conceived.  Gregory  has  nowhere  uttered  an 
original  thought ;  he  has  rather  at  all  points  preserved,  while 
emasculating,  the  traditional  system  of  doctrine,  reduced  the 
spiritual  to  the  level  of  a  coarsely  material  intelligence,  changed 
dogmatic,  so  far  as  it  suited,  into  technical  directions  for  the 
clergy,  and  associated  it  with  popular  religion  of  the  second 
rank.  All  his  institutions  were  wise  and  well  considered,  and 
yet  they  sprang  from  an  almost  naif  monastic  soul,  which 
laboured  with  faithful  anxiety  at  the  education  of  uncivilised 
peoples,  and  the  training  of  his  clergy,  ever  adopting  what  was 
calculated  by  turns  to  disquiet  and  soothe,  and  thus  to  rule  the 
lay  world  with  the  mechanism  of  religion.1  Because  Gregory, 
living  in  an  age  when  the  old  was  passing  away  and  the  new 
presented  itself  in  a  form  still  rude  and  disjointed,  looked  only 
to  what  was  necessary  and  attainable,  he  sanctioned  as  religion 
an  external  legality,  as  suited  to  train  young  nations,  as  it  was 
adapted  to  the  Epigones  of  ancient  civilisation,  who  had  lost 
fineness  of  feeling  and  thought,  were  sunk  in  superstition  and 
magic,  and  did  homage  to  the  stupid  ideals  of  asceticism.2  It  is 
the  accent  that  changes  the  melody,  and  the  tone  makes  the 
music.  Gregory  created  the  vulgar  type  of  mediaeval  Catholic 
ism  by  the  way  he  accented  the  various  traditional  doctrines 
and  Church  usages,3  and  the  tone  to  which  he  tuned  Christian 

structive  of  all  goodness.  As  regards  this  it  is  quite  indifferent  how  individual 
Semi-Pelagian  monks  looked  at  sexual  desire  and  marriage,  as  also  whether  this  point 
came  at  once  to  light  in  the  controversy. 

1  After  reading  Gregory's  abundant  correspondence,  we  gain  a  high  respect  for  the 
wisdom,  charity,  tolerance,  and  energy  of  the  Pope. 

2  Yet  side  by  side  with  this  external  legality  there  are  not  wanting  traits  of  Gospel 
liberty  ;  see  the  letters  to  Augustine. 

3  So  Lau.  Gregor  d.  Grosse,  p.  326:  "Without  perceiving,  perhaps,  the  signific- 
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souls  is  the  key  we  hear  echoed  by  Catholicism  down  to  the 
present  day.1  The  voice  is  the  voice  of  Gregory,  and  also  of 
Jerome,  but  the  hands  are  Augustine's.  Only  in  one  respect 
he  was  not  Augustine's  disciple.  Akin  to  Cyprian  and  Leo  I. 
and  well  versed  in  jurisprudence,  he  laid  stress  on  the  legal 
element  in  addition  to  the  ritual  and  sacramental.  Through 
him  the  amalgamation  of  doctrine  and  Church  government  made 
a  further  advance  in  the  West.'2 

A  few  lines  are  sufficient  to  depict  the  emasculated 
Augustinianism  represented  by  Gregory.  Reason,  science,  and 
philosophy,  are  more  strongly  depreciated  by  him  than  by 
Augustine  (Evang.  II.  horn.  26) ;  3  miracle  is  the  distinguishing 
mark  of  the  religious.  Reason  can,  indeed,  establish  the 
existence  of  God,  but  it  is  only  "  by  faith  that  the  way  is 
opened  to  the  vision  of  God "  (per  aditum  fidei  aperitur 
aditus  visionis  dei ;  Ezech.  II.  horn.  5,  following  Augustine). 
The  doctrine  of  angels  and  the  devil  comes  to  the  front,  because 
it  suited  popular  and  monastic  piety.  We  can  call  Gregory  the 
"  Doctor  angelorum  et  diaboli."  As  regards  the  angels,  he  took 
particular  delight  (see  Evang.  II.  horn.  34)  in  working  out  their 
ranks  (under  the  influence  of  Greek  mysticism),  in  glorifying 
Michael,  Gabriel,  and  Raphael — the  hero  of  miracle,  the  great 
messenger  and  warrior  against  the  spirits  of  the  air,  and  the 
medicine-man — in  the  exact  division  of  angelic  tasks  and  the 
idea  of  guardian  spirits  ;  he  held  that  angels  watched  over  men, 
as  the  latter  did  over  cattle.  He  who  thought  so  little  of 
Graeco-Roman  culture  sanctioned  its  most  inferior  parts  in  his 

ance  of  what  he  did,  he  prepared  the  way  for  the  development  of  later  Catholicism  by 
imperceptibly  altering  the  conception  of  the  tradition  received  from  a  preceding  age." 

1  Gregory  was  most  read  of  the  Western  Church  Fathers,  as  the  literature  of  the 
Middle  Ages  and  our  libraries  show.     Even  in  the  seventh  century  he  was  extolled 
by  tasteless   and  uncritical  writers  as   wiser   than  Augustine,   more  eloquent   than 
Cyprian,  more  pious  than  Anthony  ("  nihil  illi  simile  demonstrat  antiquitas"  Ildefond. 
de  script.  l). 

2  Lau  gives  a  detailed  account  of  Gregory's  teaching ;  I.e.  pp.  329-556.     We  see 
here  the  extent  of  Gregory's  dependence  on  Augustine.     He  especially  lays  as  great 
stress  on  Holy  Scripture  being  the  rule  of  life  and  doctrine.     The  most  profound  of 
Augustine's  thoughts  are  touched  on,  but  they  are  all  rendered  superficial. 

s  "Fides   non   habet  meritum,    cui   humana  ratio  prsebet  experimentum "  (§  l). 
Tertullian,  certainly,  had  already  said  that  (Apolog.  21)  once. 
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doctrine  of  the  angels.  His  monkish  fancy  dealt  still  more 
actively  in  conceptions  about  the  devil  and  demons,  and  he 
gave  new  life  to  ideas  about  Antichrist,  who  stood  already  at 
the  door,  because  the  world  was  near  its  end.  As  the  Logos 
had  assumed  human  nature,  so  the  devil  would  be  incarnate 
at  the  end  of  the  world  (Moral.  31,  24;  13,  10).  Before  Christ 
appeared,  the  devil  possessed  all  men  of  right,  and  he  still 
possesses  unbelievers.  He  raged  through  the  latter ;  but  as 
regarded  believers  he  was  a  powerless  and  cheated  devil.  The 
doctrines  of  redemption,  justification,  grace,  and  sin  show  an 
Augustinianism  modified  in  the  interests  of  miracle,  sacred 
rites  and  monachism.  The  God-man — whose  mother  remained 
a  virgin  at  and  after  the  birth — was  sinless,  because  he  did  not 
come  into  the  world  through  fleshly  lust.  He  is  our  redeemer 
(redemptor)  and  mediator — these  titles  being  preferred — and  he 
especially  propitiated  the  devil  by  purchasing  men  from  him 
with  his  death,1  and  he  abolished  the  disunion  between  angels 
and  men.  It  is  also  remarked  incidentally  that  Christ  bore 
our  punishments  and  propitiated  God's  wrath.  But,  besides 
redemption  from  the  devil,  the  chief  thing  is  deliverance  from 
sin  itself.  It  was  effected  by  Christ  putting  an  end  to  the 
punishment  of  original  sin,  and  also  destroying  sin  itself, 
by  giving  us  an  example.2  This  amounts  to  saying  that 
Christ's  work  was  incomplete,  i.e.,  that  it  must  be  supple 
mented  by  our  penances,  for  it  transformed  the  eternal  punish 
ment  of  original  sin  into  temporary  penalties,  which  must  be 
atoned  for,  and  it  acts  mainly  by  way  of  example.3  In  fact,  in 

1  The  deception  theory  is  thus  given  by  Giegory  in  its  most  revolting  form.     The 
devil  is  the  fish  snapping  at  Christ's   flesh,    and  swallowing   the  hidden  hook,   his 
divinity  ;  see  Moral.  33,  7,  9. 

2  Moral.  I.    13:    "  Incarnatus   dominus    in   semetipso  omne  quod  nobis  inspiravit 
ostendit,  ut  quod  praecepto  diceret,  exemplo  suaderet."  II.  24  :"  Venit  inter  homines 
mediator  dei   et    hominum,   homo   Christus  Jesus,   ad  pnebendum   exemplum    vitce 
hominibus  simplex,    ad    non   parcendum    malignis    spiritibus   rectus  ad  debellandum 
superbiam  timens  deum,  ad  detergendam  veio  in  electis  suis  immunditiam  recedens 
a  malo." 

s  I^au.  p.  434  :  "  The  chief  stress  is  placed  on  instruction  and  example  ;  reconcilia 
tion  with  God,  certainty  of  which  is  absolutely  necessary  to  man's  peace  of  mind,  is 
almost  entirely  passed  over  ;  and  deliverance  from  punishment  is  inadequately  con 
ceived,  as  referring  merely  to  original  sin,  or  is  regarded  purely  externally.  .  .  .  All 
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Gregory's  teaching,  Christ's  death  and  penance  appear  side  by 
side,  as  two  factors  of  equal  value.1 

We  must  remember  this,  or  we  may  assign  too  high  a  value 
to  another  line  of  thought.  Gregory  regards  Christ's  death  as 
an  offering  (oblatio)  for  our  purification :  Christ  presents  it 
constantly  for  us.  ever  showing  God  his  (crucified)  body.2  But 
this  apparently  high  pitched  view  after  all  means  very  little. 
It  has  risen  from  the  observance  of  the  Lord's  Supper.  What 
was  constantly  done  by  the  priest  has  been  transferred  to  Christ 
himself.  But  both  oblations,  related  as  they  are  to  our  "  puri 
fication,"  possess  their  sole  value  in  the  mitigation  of  sin's 
penalties.  Still  another  consideration  was  at  work  in  this  case, 
one  that,  though  relying  on  Biblical  statements,  sprang  in  reality 
from  wholly  different  sources.  It  is  the  conception  of  Christ's 
continual  intercession.  But  this  intercession  must  be  combined 
with  the  whole  apparatus  of  intercessions  (of  angels,  saints, 
alms  and  masses  for  the  dead,  which  were  conceived  as  personi 
fied  forces),  to  see  that  we  are  here  dealing  with  a  heathen 
conception,  which,  though  it  had  indeed  long  been  established 
in  the  practice  of  the  Church,  was  only  now  elevated  into  a 
theory — that  of  "aids  in  need."  Gregory's  candid  avowal  that 

that  Gregory  can  do  to  give  man  peace  is  to  direct  him  to  penance  and  his  good 
works."  He  speaks  of  even  the  holiest  remaining  in  constant  uncertainty  as  to  their 
reconciliation.  He  can  make  nothing  of  the  thesis  that  our  sins  are  forgiven  for 
Christ's  sake.  God  rather  punishes  every  sin  not  atoned  for  by  penance,  even  if  he 
pardons  it ;  see  Moral.  IX.  34  :  "  Bene  dicit  Hiob  (IX.  28) :  Sciens  quod  non  parceris 
delinquenti,  quia  delicta  nostra  sive  per  nos  sive  per  semetipsttm  resecat,  etiam  cum 
relaxat.  Ab  electis  enim  suis  iniquitatum  maculas  studet  temporali  afflictione  tergere, 
quas  in  eis  in  perpetuum  non  vult  videre."  In  his  commentary  on  I  Kings  (1.  IV.  4, 
57),  which  was  hardly  transcribed  indeed  in  its  present  form  by  Gregoiy  himself,  we 
even  read  :  "Non  omnia  nostra  Christus  explevit,  per  crucem  quidem  suam  omnes 
redemit,  sed  remansit,  ut  qui  redimi  et  regnare  cum  eo  nititur,  crucifigatur.  Hoc 
profecto  residuum  viderat,  qui  dicebat :  si  compatimur  et  conregnabimus.  Quasi 
dicat  :  Quod  explevit  Christus,  non  valet  nisi  ei,  qui  id  quod  remansit  adimplet." 

1  Therefore  we  find  over  and  over  in  the  Moral,  in  reference  to  the  expiation  of 
sins  :  "sive  per  nos,  sive  per  deum." 

-  Moral,  i.  24:  "Sine  intermissione  pro  nobis  holocaustum  redemptor  immolat, 
qui  sine  cessatione  patri  suam  pro  nobis  incarnationem  demonstrat ;  ipsa  quippe  ejus 
incarnatio  nostne  emundationis  oblatio  est  ;  cumque  se  hominem  ostendit,  delicia 
hominis  interveniens  diluit.  Et  humanitatis  suce  mysterio  perenne  sacrificium 
immolat,  quia  et  haec  sunt  reterna,  qute  mundat." 
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the  death  of  Christ  was  not  absolutely  necessary,  showed  how 
indefinite  was  his  view  of  the  part  it  played  in  this  mediation. 
As  God  created  us  from  nothing,  he  could  also  have  delivered 
us  from  misery  without  Christ's  death.  But  he  willed  to  show 
us  the  greatness  of  his  compassion  by  taking  upon  himself  that 
from  which  he  desired  to  deliver  us ;  he  willed  to  give  us  an 
example,  that  we  should  not  dread  the  misfortune  and  miseries 
of  the  world,  but  should  avoid  its  happiness ;  and  he  sought 
to  teach  us  to  remember  death.1  Nor  has  Gregory  yet  sketched 
a  theory  of  Christ's  merit — after  the  analogy  of  the  merits 
which  we  can  gain.  That  was  reserved  for  the  Middle  Ages ; 
but  he  has  examined  Christ's  work  from  the  point  of  view  of 
masses  for  the  dead  and  the  intercession  of  saints. 

In  the  doctrines  of  the  primitive  state,  original  sin,  sin,  faith  and 
grace,  the  Augustinian  formulas  are  repeated — after  the  Canons 
of  Orange,  without  irresistible  grace  and  particular  election.2 
But  a  very  real  significance  was  attributed  to  free-will,  which 
Augustine  had  abstractly  admitted.  Here  we  have  the  fully 
developed  doctrines  of  free  and  prevenient  grace,  of  the  primi 
tive  state  and  original  sin  ;  (the  carnal  lust  of  parents  is  the 
cause  of  our  life,  therefore  the  latter  is  sinful;  the  "disobedi 
ence  "  or  "  disorderliness  "  of  the  genital  organs  is  the  proof  of 
original  sin  ;  intercourse  in  marriage  is  never  innocent).  And 
side  by  side  with  all  this,  we  have  a  calm  statement  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  will,  which  is  merely  weakened,  and  of  free 
choice  (liberum  arbitrium)  which  must  follow  grace,  if  the  latter 
is  to  become  operative^ — and  yet  grace  is  first  to  determine  the 
will  to  will.  From  the  first  two  powers  co-operate  in  all  good, 
since  free-will  must  accept  what  grace  offers.  It  can  therefore 
be  said  "  that  we  redeem  ourselves  because  we  assent  to  the 
Lord  redeeming  us."4  Predestination  is  simply  reduced  in  the 

i  Moral.  20,  36;  2,  37.  Ezek.  1.  II.  horn.  I,  2.  Here  occur  fine  ideas:  "  Nos 
minus  amasset,  nisi  et  vulnera  nostra  susciperet  "  (VI.  20,  36). 

-  See  the  proof  of  positive  points  of  agreement  between  Gregory  and  the  Canons  of 
Oranges  in  Arnold,  Ccesariu?,  p.  369  f.  Yet  Gregory  never  himself  appealed  to  those 
resolutions. 

3  How  could  a  bishop,  who  felt  himself  to  be  the  pastor  of  all  Christendom,  have 
then  made  pure  Augustinianism  the  standard  of  all  his  counsels? 

4  Moral.  24,  10;  see  also  33,  21  ;  "  Bonum  quod  agimus  et  dei  est  et  nostrum, 
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case  of  sinners  and  elect  to  prescience,  while  at  the  same  time 
it  is  maintained  in  other  passages  that  it  rests  on  God's  free 
power  and  grace.  The  latter  assumption  was  necessary,  because 
Gregory  also  adhered  to  "a  fixed  and  definite  number  of  the 
elect" — to  supply  the  place  of  angels  ;  but  ultimately  all  belong 
to  that  number  whose  perseverance  in  faith  and  good  works 
God  knew  beforehand. 

After  all,  everything  spiritual  is  reduced  to  the  rites  of  the 
Church.  As  in  the  East,  these  come  to  the  front ;  but  they  are 
regarded  in  a  different  way.  In  the  East  more  scope  is  given 
to  religious  sentiment,  which  exalts  itself  and  luxuriates  in  the 
whole  of  the  Cultus  as  a  divino-human  drama  ;  in  the  West,  as 
befitted  the  Roman  character,  everything  is  more  prosaic  and 
calculating.  Man  accomplishes  and  receives  ;  submissive  obedi 
ence  is  the  chief  virtue;  merits  are  rewarded,  but  on  the 
humble  a  merit  not  his  own  is  also  bestowed  :  that  is  grace. 
Baptism,  the  Lord's  Supper,  and  penance  are  the  central  points 
in  the  legal  process  of  grace.  We  are  baptised  :  thereby  in 
herited  guilt  is  expiated,  and  all  sins  committed  before  baptism 
are  blotted  out ;  but  original  sin  is  not  obliterated,  and  the 
guilt  of  later  sins  remains.1  It  must  be  cancelled  or  atoned  for. 
For  this  there  are  numerous  means,  which  are  as  necessary  as 
they  are  uncertain.  A  man  must  make  himself  righteous  ;  for 
righteousness  is  the  supreme  virtue  (radix  virtutum).  He  is 
instructed  to  pray,  give  alms,  and  mourn  over  life.  But  he 
is  further  told  :  "  Those  who  trust  in  no  work  of  their  own  run 
to  the  protection  of  the  holy  martyrs,  and  throng  to  their  sacred 

dei  per  prsevenientem  gratiam,  nostrum  per  obsequentem  liberam  voluntatem.  .  .  . 
Si  nostrum  non  est,  uncle  nobis  retribui  prcemia  speramus?  Quia  ergo  non  immerito 
gratias  agimus,  scimus,  quod  ejus  munere  pnevenimur ;  et  rursuni  quid  non  immerito 
retributionetn  qucerimus,  sci»ius,  quod  obsequente  libero  arbitrio  bona  elisfinnis,  qua: 
agereinus."  See  Ep.  III.  29:  Christ  will  comfort  us  richly  at  the  Judgment,  when 
he  observes  that  we  have  punished  our  faults  by  ourselves. 

1  Moral.  IX.  34  :  "  Salutis  unda  a  culpa  primi  parentis  absolvimur,  sed  tamen 
reatum  ejusdem  culprc  diluentes  absoluti  quoque  adhuc  carnaliter  obimus."  The 
casuistical  treatment  of  sins  is  by  no  means  puritanical  in  Gregory.  He  displays  in 
this  matter  a  lofty  wisdom  united  with  charity,  and  gives  directions  which  were 
certainly  the  best  for  the  circumstances  of  the  time.  He  says  once  (Ep.  XI.  64)  : 
"It  is  characteristic  of  pious  souls  to  imagine  that  they  are  guilty  of  faults  when 
there  is  absolutely  none." 
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bodies  with  tears,  entreat  that  they  may  merit  pardon  at  the 
intercession  of  the  saints."1  This  practice  of  resorting  to  saints 
and  relics  had  existed  for  a  long  time,  but  Gregory  has  the 
merit  of  systematising  it,  at  the  same  time  providing  it  with 
abundant  material  by  means  of  his  "  Dialogues,"  as  well  as  his 
other  writings.2  A  cloud  of  "  mediators  "  came  between  God 
and  the  soul :  angels,  saints,  and  Christ ;  and  men  began  already 
to  compute  cunningly  what  each  could  do  for  them,  what  each 
was  good  for.  Uncertainty  about  God,  perverse,  monkish 
humility,  and  the  dread  entertained  by  the  poor  unreconciled 
heart  of  sin's  penalties,  threw  Christians  into  the  arms  of  pagan 
superstition,  and  introduced  the  "  mediators "  into  dogmatics. 
But  in  terrifying  with  its  principle:  "sin  is  in  no  case 
absolved  without  punishment"  (nullatenus  peccatum  sine  vin- 
dicta  laxatur),3  the  Church  not  only  referred  men  to  intercessors, 
alms,  and  the  other  forms  of  satisfaction,  to  "  masses  for  the 
dead,"  which  obtained  an  ever-increasing  importance,  but  it 
even  modified  hell,  placing  purgatory  in  front  of  heaven  ;  it 
thereby  confused  conscience  and  lessened  the  gravity  of  sin, 
turning  men's  interest  to  sin's  punishment.  Gregory  sanctioned 
and  developed  broadly  the  doctrine  of  purgatory,4  already  sug 
gested  by  Augustine.5  The  power  of  the  ChurcJi,  of  prayers, 

1  Moral.  XVI.  151  :  "Hi  qui  cle  nullo  suo  opere  confidunt,  ad  sanctorum  martyrum 
protectionem  currunt  atque  ad  sacra  eorum  corpora  fletibus  insistunt,  promereri  se 
veniam  iis  intercedentibus  deprecantur." 

2  Similar  things  to  those  recorded  by  Gregory  were  often  narrated  at  an  earlier 
date  ;  but  no  Western  writer  before  him  had  developed  these  superstitions  to  such  an 
extent — and  he  was  the  most  influential  bishop.     Miracles  wrought  by  relics  were  to 
him  every-day  events  ;  the  miraculous  power  of  some  was  so  great  that  everyone  who 
touched  them  died.     Everything  that  came  in  contact  with  them  was  magnetised. 
\Vhat  powerful  intercessors  and  advocates  must  then  the  saints  be,  when  even  their 
bodies  did  such  deeds  !     Gregory  therefore  sought  to  preserve  the  attachment  of 
influential  people  by  sending  relics   and — slaves.       On    pictures,  see  Ep.   IX.    52  ; 
IX.  105  ;  XI.  13. 

3  Moral,  IX.  34,   or  :  "  delinquent!  dominus  nequaquam  parcit,  quia  delictum  sine 
ultione  non  deserit.     Aut  enim  ipse  homo  in  se  paenitens  punit,  aut  hoc  deus  cum 
homine  vindicans  percutit." 

4  See  Dial.  IV.  (25)  and  39.     After  God  has  changed  eternal  punishments  into 
temporary,  the  justified  must  expiate  these  temporary  penalties  for  sin  in  purgatory. 
This  is  inferred  indirectly  from  Matth.   XII.    31,  directly  from   I   Cor.    III.    12  f. 
There  are  perfect  men,  however,  who  do  not  need  purgatory. 

5  See  above,  p.  232. 
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and    intercessors    extended,    however,    to    this    purgatory    of 
his.1 

The  whole  life  even  of  the  baptised  being  still  stained  at 
least  by  small  sins,  their  constant  attitude  must  be  one  -of 
penitence,  i.e.,  they  must  practise  penance,  which  culminates  in 
satisfactions  and  invocations  to  "  Aids  in  need."  Gregory 
systematised  the  doctrine  of  penance  in  the  exact  form  in  which 
it  passed  over  into  the  Middle  Ages.2  Penance  included  four 
points,  perception  of  sin  and  dread  of  God's  judgments,  regret 
(contritio),  confession  of  sin,  and  satisfaction  (satisfactio).  The 
two  first  could  also  be  conceived  as  one  (conversio  mentis)  ? 
The  chief  emphasis  was  still  held  to  fall  on  "conversion,"  even 
penance  was  not  yet  attached  to  the  institution  of  the  Church 
and  the  priest ;  but  "  satisfaction  "  was  necessarily  felt  to  be  the 
main  thing.  The  last  word  was  not  indeed  yet  said  ;  but 
already  the  order  of  penance  was  taking  the  place  due  to  faith  ; 
nay,  it  was  called  the  "baptism  of  tears."4  And  the  Lord's 
Supper  was  also  ultimately  drawn  into  the  mechanism  of 
penance.  In  this  case,  again,  Gregory  had  only  to  accentuate 
what  had  long  been  in  use.  The  main  point  in  the  Lord's 
Supper  was  that  it  was  a  sacrifice,  which  benefited  living  and 
dead  as  a  means  of  mitigation  (laxatio).  As  a  sacrifice  it  was 
a  repetition  of  Christ's — hence  Gregory's  development  of  the 

1  Dial.  IV.  57  :"  Credo,  quia  hoc  tam  aperte  cum  vivenlibus  ac  nescientibus 
agitur,  ut  cunctis  hxc  agentibus  ac  nescientibus  ostendatur,  quia  si  insolubiles  culpa: 
non  fuerint,  ad  absolutionem  prodesse  etiam  mortuis  victima  sacrae  oblationis  possit. 
Sed  sciendum  est,  quia  illis  sacras  victims  mortuis  prosint,  qui  hie  vivendo  obtinuerunt, 
ut  eos  etiam  post  mortem  bona  adjuvent,  qure  hie  pro  ipsis  ab  aliis  fiunt." 

-  On  the  older  Western  order  of  penance,  see  Preuschen,  Tertullian's  Schriften  de 
paenit.  and  de  pudicit.  1890;  Kolff's  Das  Indulgenzedict  des  rom.  Bischofs  Kallist 
1893  (Texte  und  Unters.  Vol.  n,  Part  3) ;  Gotz,  Die  Busslehre  Cyprian's  1895  ;  Karl 
Muller,  Die  Bussinstitution  in  Karthago  unter  Cyprian  (Zeitschr.  f.  K.-Gesch.,  Vol. 
i6[ 1 895-96]  p.  i  ff.,  p.  187  ff.). 

3  I  Reg.  1.  VI.  2,  33  :   "  tria  in  unoquoque  consideranda  sunt  veraciter  pasnitente, 
videlicet   conversio   mentis,    confessio   oris   et    vindicta    peccati."      Moral    13,    39  : 
"  convertuntur    fide,    veniunt    opere,    convertuntur    deserendo    mala,    veniunt    bona 
faciendo."     Voluntarily  assumed  pains  constitute  satisfactio. 

4  Evang.   1.    I.    horn.    10  :   "  Peccata   nostra  prseterita   in  baptismatis    perceptione 
laxata  sunt,  et  tamen  post  baptisma  multa  commisimus,  seel  laxari  iterum  baptismatis 
aqua  non  possumus.      Quia  ergo  et  post  baptisma  inquinavimus  vitam,    baptizemus 
lacrimis  conscientiam." 
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ceremonial  ritual — and  it  is  self-evident  that  this  was  conceived 
altogether  realistically.  In  this  rite  (eucharistia,  missa,  sacri- 
ficium,  oblatio,  hostia,  sacramentum  passionis,  communio),  the 
passion  of  Christ ; r  who  "  is  entire  in  the  single  portions  "  (in 
singulis  portionibus  totus  est),  was  repeated  for  our  atonement. 
Yet  even  here  the  last  word  was  not  yet  uttered,  transubstantia- 
tion  was  not  yet  evolved.  Indeed,  we  find,  accompanying  the 
above,  a  view  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  which  lays  stress  on  our 
presenting  ourselves  to  God  as  the  victim  (the  host),  in  yielding 
ourselves  to  him,  practising  love,  rendering  daily  the  sacrifice  of 
tears,  despising  the  world,  and — daily  offering  the  host  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  Christ.2 

What  has  been  left  here  of  Augustinianism  ?  All  the  popular 
Catholic  elements  which  Augustine  thrust  aside  and  in  part 
remodelled  have  returned  with  doubled  strength !  The  moral 
and  legal  view  has  triumphed  over  the  religious.  What  we  see 
aimed  at  in  Cyprian's  work,  De  opere  et  eleemosynis,  now 
dominates  the  whole  religious  conception,  and  the  uncertainty 
left  by  Augustine  as  to  the  notion  of  God,  because  his  ideas 
regarding  God  in  Christ  were  only  vague,  has  here  become  a 
source  of  injury  traversing  the  whole  system  of  religion.  For 
what  does  Gregory  know  of  God  ?  That,  being  omnipotent,  he 
has  an  inscrutable  will;*  being  the  requiter,  he  leaves  no  sin 
unpunished ;  and  that  because  he  is  beneficent,  he  has  created  an 
immense  multitude  of  institutions  for  conveying  grace,  whose  use 
enables  the  free  ^vill  to  escape  st'n's  penalties,  and  to  exhibit  merits 
to  God  the  rewarder.  That  is  Gregory's  notion  of  God,  and  it  is 

1  Evang.  1.   II.  horn.  37,  7  :  "  Singulariter  ad  absolutionem  nostram  oblata  cum 
lacrimis   et   benignitate   mentis   sacri   altaris   hostia   suffragatur,   quia  is,  qui   in  se 
resurgens    a   mortuis   jam  non  moritur,  adhuc  per  hanc  in  suo  mysterio  pro  nobis 
iterum  patitur.     Nam  quoties  ei  hostiam  suae  passionis  offerimus,   toties  nobis  ad 
absolutionem  nostram  passionem  illius  reparamus." 

2  See  Dial.   IV.    58,  59.     Gregory  already   laid  great  stress  on  the  frequency  of 
masses.      He  also   approved  of  their   use   to   avert   temporal  sufferings.      He  tells 
with  approval  of  a  woman  having  delivered  her  husband  from  prison  by  their  means, 
and  he  sees  in  them  generally  the  remedy  against  all  torments  in  this  world  and  in 
purgatory.     Only  to  eternal  blessedness  the  mass  does  not  apply. 

3  That  is  the  impression  that  was  preserved  of  Augustine's  doctrine  of  predestina 
tion. 
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the  specific  conception  held  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  : 
Christ  as  a  person  is  forgotten.  He  is  a  great  name  in  dog 
matics,  i.e.,  at  the  relative  place;  but  the  fundamental  questions 
of  salvation  are  not  answered  by  reference  to  him,  and  in  life 
the  baptised  has  to  depend  on  "  means "  which  exist  partly 
alongside,  partly  independently  of  him,  or  merely  bear  his 
bad^e.  From  this  standpoint  is  explained  the  whole  structure 
of  Gregory's  theory  of  religion,  which  once  more  sets  up  fear1 
and  hope  instead  of  faith  and  love,  and  for  the  grace  of  God  in 
Christ  substitutes  not  an  improved,  but  merely  a  more  compli 
cated  doctrine  of  merit.  And  yet  Augustine  could  not  have 
complained  of  this  displacement  of  his  ideas  ;  for  he  had  left 
standing,  nay,  had  himself  admitted  into  his  system,  all  the 
main  lines  of  this  theory  of  religion.  Even  the  manifest  and 
grave  externalisation  of  sin,  the  direction  that  we  must  be  ever 
bathed  in  tears,  while  at  the  same  time  zealous  and  watchful  to 
escape  the  penalties  of  sin,  the  perversion  of  the  notion  of  God 
and  sin,  as  if  God's  sole  concern  was  to  be  satisfied,  since  he 
was  the  requiter — all  these  thoughts  have  their  points  of  contact 
in  the  range  of  Augustine's  conceptions.2  The  darkest  spot  in 
mediaeval  piety,  the  fact  that  it  commanded  constant  contrition, 
while  at  the  same  time  it  incited  the  penitent  to  make  calcula 
tions  which  deadened  the  moral  nerve  and  changed  regret  for 
sin  into  dread  of  punishment — this  source  of  evil,  which  makes 
religious  morality  worse  than  non-religious,  was  from  this  time 
perpetuated  in  the  Catholic  Church  of  the  West.3 

1  "  Deus  terrores  incutit  "--often. 

a  The  term  "  tutius,"  and  the  via  tutior  already  play  a  great  part  in  Gregory's 
writings;  see  e.g.,  Dial.  IV.  58:  "  Pensandum  est,  quod  tutior  sit  via,  ut  bonum 
quod  quisque  post  mortem  suam  sperat  agi  per  alios,  agit  ipse  dum  vivit  per  se. " 
Accordingly  that  is  only  tutius,  and  not  a  self-evident  duty. 

3  Gregory  also  expressly  forbids  anyone  to  be  certain  of  his  salvation  ;  for  this  he 
could,  indeed,  appeal  to  Augustine.  His  letter  to  the  Empress  Gregoria's  lady  of 
the  bed-chamber  is  most  instructive  (V.  25).  This  poor  woman  wished  to  have 
assurance  of  her  salvation,  and  had  written  the  Pope  that  she  would  ply  him  with 
letters  until  he  should  write  that  he  knew  by  a  special  revelation  that  her  sins  were 
forgiven.  What  an  evangelical  impulse  in  A.D.  596  !  The  Pope  replied,  first,  that 
he  was  unworthy  of  a  special  revelation  ;  secondly,  that  she  should  not  be  certain  of 
forgiveness  until,  the  last  day  of  her  life  having  come,  she  should  no  longer  be  in  a 
position  to  deplore  her  sins.  Till  then  she  must  continue  to  fear  ;  for  certainty  is  the 
parent  of  indolence  ;  she  must  not  strive  to  obtain  it  lest  she  go  to  sleep.  "  Let  thy 
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But  in  the  case  of  Gregory  himself  this  system  of  religion  is 
traversed  by  many  other  ideas  gained  from  the  Gospel  and 
Augustine.  He  could  speak  eloquently  of  the  impression  made 
by  the  person  of  Christ,  and  describe  the  inner  change  pro 
duced  by  the  Divine  Word  J  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  us  feel 
that  he  is  not  reproducing  a  lesson  he  has  learnt  from  others, 
but  is  speaking  from  his  own  experience.  "  Through  the 
sacred  oracles  we  are  quickened  by  the  gift  of  the  Spirit,  that 
we  may  reject  works  that  bring  death ;  the  Spirit  enters,  when  God 
touches  the  mind  of  the  reader  in  different  ways  and  orders." 
The  Spirit  of  God  works  on  the  inner  nature  through  the 
Word.  Thus,  many  of  Augustine's  best  thoughts  are  repro 
duced  in  Gregory's  writings.3  Again,  in  his  Dogmatics  he  was 
not  a  sacerdotalist.  If,  as  is  undeniable,  he  gave  an  impetus  to 
the  further  identification  of  the  empirical  Church  with  the 
Church,  if  all  his  teaching  as  to  the  imputed  merit  of  saints, 
oblations,  masses,  penance,  purgatory,  etc.,  could  not  but  benefit 
the  sacerdotal  Church,  and  favour  the  complete  subjection  of 
poor  souls  to  its  power,  if,  finally,  his  ecclesiastical  policy  was 
adapted  to  raise  the  Church,  with  the  Pope  at  its  head,  to  a 
supremacy  that  limited  and  gave  its  blessing  and  sanction  to 
every  other  power,  yet  his  dogmatic  was  by  no  means  mere 
ecclesiasticism.  We  wonder,  rather,  that  he  has  nowhere  drawn 
the  last,  and  apparently  so  obvious  consequences,4  in  other 

soul  tremble  for  a  little  while  just   now,    that   it  may  afterwards  enjoy  unending 
delight." 

1  Divinus  sermo.     The  phrase  "  verbum  fidei  "  is  also  very  common. 

2  Ezech.    I.,  h.   7.      "  Per  sacra  eloquia  dono  spiritus  vivificamur,  ut   mortifera  a 
nobis  opera   repellamus  ;   spiritus   vadit,    cum    legentis   animum   diversis   modis   et 
ordinibus  tangit  deus." 

3  Gregory's  veracity,  indeed,  is  not  altogether  above  suspicion.     His  miraculous 
tales  are  often  not  ingenuous,  but  calculated  ;  read  e.g. ,  Ep.   IV.  30.     His  propa 
ganda  for  the  Church  did  not  shrink  from  doubtful  means.     The  Jews  on  papal 
properties  were  to  be  influenced  to  accept  Christianity  by  the  remission  of  taxes. 
Even  if  their  own  conversion  was  not  sincere,  their  children  would  be  good  Catholics 
(Ep.  V.  8).     Yet  Gregory  has  expressed  himself  very  distinctly  against  forcible  con 
versions  (Ep.  I.  47). 

4  Besides,  he  by  no  means  sought  to  introduce  the  usages  of  the  Roman  Church 
by   tyrannical   force,  hut  rather  directed  Augustine,  the  missionary,  to  adopt  what 
good  he  found  in  other  national  Churches  ;  see  Ep.  XL  64.     On  the  other  hand,  the 
bewildering   identification   of  Peter   and    the  Pope   made  a  further  advance  in  the 
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words,  that  he  did  not  rigidly  concentrate  the  whole  immense 
apparatus  in  the  hand  of  the  priest,  and  give  the  latter  the 
guidance  of  every  single  soul.  Already  this  had  been  frequently 
done  in  practice  ;  but  the  thought  still  predominated  that  every 
baptised  person  was  alone  responsible  for  himself,  and  had  to 
go  his  own  way  in  the  sight  of  God  and  within  the  Church,  by 
aid  of  penance  and  forgiveness.  It  was  reserved  for  the 
mediaeval  development  first  to  set  up  dogmatically  the  demand 
that  the  penitent,  i.e.,  every  Christian  from  baptism  to  death, 
should  depend  wholly  on  the  guidance  of  the  priest.1 

hands  of  Gregory.  He  means  the  Pope  when  he  says  :  "  s.  ecclesia  in  apostolorum 
principis  soliditate  firmata  est."  And  he  declares  (Ep.  IX.  12):  "  de  Constantino- 
politana  ecclesia  quod  dicunt,  quis  earn  dubitet  sedi  apostolicse  esse  subjectam  ; " 
see  also  the  fine  passage  Ep.  IX.  59 :  "si  qua  culpa  in  episcopis  invenitur,  nescic 
quis  Petri  successori  subjectus  non  sit ;  cum  vero  culpa  non  exigit,  omnes  secundum 
rationem  humilitatis  sequales  sunt." 

1  Gregory's  extensive  correspondence  shows  how  far  even  at  this  time  strictl) 
theological  questions  had  come  to  be  eclipsed  by  practical  ones  as  to  pastoral  super 
vision  and  education  by  means  of  the  cultus  and  church  order.  On  Gregory's 
importance  in  connection  with  the  cultus,  see  Duchesne's  excellent  work,  Orig.  du 
culte  chretien  (1888),  esp.  p.  153  sq. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

HISTORY   OF   DOGMA   IN    THE   PERIOD   OF   THE   CRALOVINGIAN 

RENAISSANCE. 

AMONG  the  young  uncivilised  peoples,  all  ecclesiastical  institu 
tions  occupied  a  still  more  prominent  place  than  had  been  given 
them  even  by  the  development  of  the  Church  in  the  Roman 
Empire.  The  philosophical  and  theological  capital  of  antiquity, 
already  handed  down  in  part  in  compendia,  was  propagated  in 
new  abridgements  (Isidore  of  Seville,  Bede,  Rabanus,  etc.). 
John  Scotus  the  unique  excepted/  no  one  was  now  able  to  probe 
that  intellectual  world  to  its  ultimate  ideas  and  perceptions, 

i  Johannes  Scotus  Erigena's  system  (chief  work  :  De  divisione  naturae,  see  Migne 
CXXII.  ;  Christlieb  1860,  Huber  1861,  see  Ritter  and  Baur),  does  not  belong  to  the 
history  of  dogma  in  the  West,  for  it  is  an  entirely  free,  independent  reproduction  of 
the  Neoplatonic  (pantheistic)  type  of  thouoht,  as  represented  by  the  Areopagite  and 
especially  "the  divine  philosopher  Maximus  Confessor,"  whom  Scotus  had  read. 
Augustine  also  undoubtedly  influenced  him  ;  but  he  has  not  brought  his  speculation 
any  nearer  Christianity.  The  most  learned  and  perhaps  also  the  wisest  man  of  his 
age,  he  maintained  the  complete  identity  of  religio  vera  and  philosophia  vera,  and 
thus  restored  to  its  central  place  the  fundamental  thought  of  ancient  philosophy.  But 
to  him,  only  nominally  conceding  a  place  to  authority  beside  reason,  ^a&  philosophia 
•vera  was  that  monism  of  view  in  which  the  knowledge  of  nature  and  that  of  God 
coincide,  thought  and  being  in  that  case  also  coinciding.  (Everything  is  nature, 
and  finally  indeed,  "nature  which  does  not  create  and  is  not  created,"  and  the 
notion  of  being  existing  in  the  human  mind  is  the  substance  of  being  itself:  "intel- 
lectus  reruin  veraciter  ipsae  res  sunt.")  Acosmic  idealism  is  carried  by  Scotus  (as  by 
Stephan  bar  Sudaili)  to  the  point  at  which  even  deity  disappears  in  the  intellect  of 
man.  All  agreements  with  Church  doctrines  rest  with  Scotus  on  accommodation  ; 
they  do  not  spring,  however,  from  perplexity,  but  from  the  clear  insight  that 
wrappings  must  exist.  In  reality,  even  the  living  movement  of  nature  itself  is  only 
an  appearance.  Without  influence,  indeed  regarded  with  suspicion  in  his  own  time, 
he  did  not  afterwards  become  the  instructor  of  the  West,  though  Western  mystics 
have  learnt  much  from  him.  He  was  too  much  of  a  Greek.  In  love  and  power  of 
systematic  construction  he  was  phenomenal,  and  speculative  philosophers  rightly 
revere  him  as  a  master. 
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and  make  it  part  of  their  own  spiritual  experience.1  To  the 
historian  of  civilisation  everything  in  the  epoch  is  interesting ; 
in  the  Carlovingian  age,  the  foundations  were  laid  for  the 
developments  of  the  Middle  Ages ;  but  to  the  historian  of 
dogma.)  if  we  are  to  consider  not  the  appropriation  of  familiar 
material,  but  the  advance  of  evolution,  that  period  does  not 
offer  much. 

The  Carlovingian  epoch  was  a  great,  and  in  many  respects 
an  unsuccessful,  essay  at  a  renaissance  of  antiquity.  It  was 
not  the  product  of  the  slow  natural  evolution  of  the  Germano- 
Roman  peoples,  but  Charlemagne  and  his  circle  sought  to  gain 
by  storm  a  higher  culture  for  the  Frankish  Empire,  by  a  fre 
quently  forced  return  to  antiquity,  or  by  the  establishment  in 
their  midst  of  Byzantine  culture.  Antiquity  was  still  a  living 
thing  in  Constantinople.  Springer  has  shown,  in  dealing  with 
the  history  of  art,  that  the  Carlovingian  school  is  to  be  regarded 
as  the  after-bloom  of  ancient,  and  not  as  the  beginning  of 
mediaeval,  art ;  and  this  applies  also  to  theological  and  philo 
sophical  efforts.  The  Carlovingian  period  marks  the  epoch-making 
beginnings  in  the  history  of  institutions  ;  2  in  the  history  of  spiritual 
life  it  is  an  appendix  to  that  of  the  ancient  ^vorld.  Therefore 
the  history  of  dogma  in  the  Middle  Ages  begins,  strictly  speak 
ing,  with  the  age  of  Clugny.3  It  is  also  useless  to  discuss,  in 
connection  with  this  branch  of  study,  the  so-called  popular 
forms  of  German  Christianity  found  in  poetical  and  prose 
fragments.  For,  firstly,  their  popular  character  is  very  limited  ; 
secondly,  popular  Christianity  has  hardly  exercised  any  influ- 

1  It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  wonderful  with  what  strength  of  memory  and  intellect 
men  like  Alcuin  and  Paulinus   of  Aquileia  familiarised  themselves  with  the  separate 
lines  of  Augustine's  thought.     Alcuin  also  lived  a  life  of  Augustinian  piety. 

2  See  Hatch  :  An  introductory  lecture  on  the  study  of  ecclesiastical  history,  1885. 

3  On  the  history  of  dogma  in  the  Carlovingian  age,  see  Schwane,  Dogmengesch. 
dei    mittleren   Zeit.    1882 ;    Bach,    Dogmengesch.    des    Mittelalters    I.    Th.     1873, 
Thomasius-Seeberg,  Dogmengesch.   II.    i,   1888  :  Reuter,  Gesch.  der  relig.  Aufkla- 
rung  im  Mittelalter,  1875,  I.  pp.  1-64.    The  last  book  discusses  the  efforts  to  promote 
culture.    Cf.  also  Gobi,  Gesch.  der  Katechese  im  Abendland  1880,  and  Spiess,  Gesch. 
des  Unterrichtswesens  in  Deutschland  von  den  altesten  Zeiten  bis  zur  Mitte  des  13 
Jahrhunderts,  1885.      Further  the  histories  of  the  German  Church  by  Rettberg  and 
Hauck.      On    "popular  theology"  among   Anglo-Saxons,   Saxons,  and  Franks,  see 
.Bach,  I.e.  I.,  p.  8 1  ff. 
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ence  at  all  on  institutions,  not  to  speak  of  dogma.  He  who 
wished  to  reach  a  higher  theological  culture,  read  Augustine 
and  Gregory,  Gregory  and  Augustine,  and  he  felt  himself  to  be 
merely  a  disciple  in  relation  to  these  and  the  other  Latin 
Fathers,  having  still  to  learn  the  lessons  delivered  to  him.1 

At  that  time  many  of  the  clergy  were  undoubtedly  keenly 
desirous  of  culture ;  to  see  this  we  have  only  to  look  at  the 
manuscripts  preserved  from  the  eighth  and  ninth  centuries.2 
Nor  must  we  overlook  the  fact  that  a  small  number  of  scholars 
went  further  than  those  belonging  to  the  period  A.D.  450-650, 
that  they  advanced  beyond  Isidore  and  Gregory  to  Augustine 
himself,  saw  through  the  emasculation  of  religion  and  its 
perversion  into  a  ceremonial  service  and  belief  in  miracle,  and 
returned  to  the  spiritual  teaching  of  Augustine. 3  But  the  lofty 
figure  of  the  African  Bishop  set  bounds  to  any  further  advance. 
The  best  looked  up  to  him,  but  none  saw  past  him,  not  even 
Alcuin  and  Agobard,  though  the  latter  has  also  studied  Ter- 
tullian.4  It  is  very  attractive  to  study,  in  connection  with 
Church  history,  the  energetic  efforts  of  the  Carlovingian  Augus- 

1  John  Scotus  forms  an  exception,  and  so  also  does,  in  some  sense,  Fredegis  of 
Tours,  so  far  as  the  latter  took  an  independent  view  of  the  ominous  "  nihil "  pre 
sented  by  Augustinian  metaphysics.     Ahner  has,  however,  shown  in  his  Dissertation 
on  Fredegis  and  his  letter  "  De  nihilo  et  tenebris"  (1878)  that  this  work  has  been 
over-estimated  by  earlier  scholars. 

2  Our  gratitude  is  due  to  Schrors  for  having  given  in  his  monograph  on  Hinkmar 
(1884),  pp.   166-174,  an  account  of  the  ancient  works  read  or  quoted  by  the  great 
Bishop.     What  an  amount  of  learning  and  reading  is  evident  from  this  comparison, 
and  yet  Hinkmar  was  by  no  means  the  greatest  scholar.     It  is  also  interesting  to 
notice  that  Hinkmar  held  strictly  to  the  edict  of  Gelasius. 

3  A  greater  interest  in  Dialectics  was  also  shown  by  many  teachers  of  the  Car 
lovingian   period   than   by   earlier  theologians.      Compare   Alcuin's  work,    De  fide 
trinitatis,  which  also  displays  a  valiant  effort  to  reach  systematic  unity  in  theological 
thought.     Fredegis,  Alcuin's  discipulus  duldssimus,  was  also  reproved  by  Agobard 
as  a  "philosopher"  for  his  preference  for  dialectics,  the  syllogism,  and  vexed  ques 
tions.      ("Invenietis  nobilitatem  divini  eloquii  non  secundum  vestram  assertionem 
more,  philosophorum  in  tumore  et  pompa  esse  verborum  "  Agobaidi  lib.  c.  object. 
Fredegisi  abb.)     Yet  his  teaching  as  to  auctoritas  and  ratio  was  not  different  from 
Augustine's  ;  but  distrust  was  caused  by  the  earnest  attempt,  on  the  basis  of  authority, 
to  use  reason  in  dealing  with  dogma.     In  the  dispute  between  Agobard  and  Fredegis 
many   controversial  questions    emerged  which  would  have  become  important  if  the 
opponents  had  really  developed  them. 

4  On  Alcuin,  see  Werner's  monograph  (1881).     Radbert  had  also  read  Tertullian. 
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tinians,  to  observe  their  attempts,  following  but  surpassing 
the  great  Emperor,  to  purify  the  traditional  form  of  religion, 
and  to  narrow  the  range  of  a  stupid  awe  of  the  mysteries  and 
of  a  half-heathen  superstition.  But  it  would  merely  lead  to 
confusion  in  the  history  of  dogma  if  we  were  to  try  to  examine 
these  attempts.1 

The  transactions  and  determining  events  important  to  the 
history  of  dogma  in  our  epoch  divide  into  the  following  groups, 
i.  Controversies  as  to  Byzantine  and  Roman  Christology  con 
trasted  with  that  of  Augustine  and  the  West,  and  between  the 
Gregorian  system  of  doctrine  and  Augustine's  theory  of  pre 
destination.2  2.  Disputes  shared  in  by  Rome  against  the  East 
regarding  the  filioque,  and  against  Rome  and  the  East  about 


1  The   conditions  which   heralded  the  Carlovingian   Renaissance  consisted  in  the 
political    position    of  the    Prankish    Empire,   the    flourishing    of  theological    studies 
among    the    Anglo-Saxons    (Hede),     the    ecclesiastical    activity    of  Boniface    on    the 
Continent,  and  the  partly  new,  partly  revived,  relations  of  the  Empire  to  Rome  and 
Constantinople.     The  fact  that  elements  of  culture  from  England,  Rome,  Lombardy, 
and  finally  also  the  East  converged  at  Charlemagne's  Court,  and  found  so  energetic 
a  Maecenas  in  the  king,  made  possible  the  renaissance,  which  then  continued  to  exist 
under  Louis  the   Pious,   and  at  the  Court  of  Charles  the  Bald.     We  cannot  over 
estimate  the  contribution  made  by  Constantinople.     We  need  only  recall  the  works 
of  the  Pseudo-Dionysius,  Maximus,  and  John  of  Damascus,  which  at  that  time  had 
reached  the  Frankish  Kingdom.     Not  only  John  Scotus,  but  e.g.,  Hinkmar,  reader 
quoted  the  Pseudo-Dionysius.     Some  knowledge  of  Greek  was  possessed  by  a  few 
Anglo-Saxons  from  the  days  of  Archbishop  Theodore  of  Tarsus  in  Canterbury  ;  but 
they  were   to   a   much  greater  extent  teachers  of  Augustinianism  ;  yet  not  in  the 
Christological  question  (see  under).      It  was  in  Augustine  along  with  the  Areopagite 
that  the  medkeval  mysticism  of  the  West — and  also  Scotus — found  its  source  ;  for  it 
is  very  one-sided  to  make  the  latter  alone  responsible  for  mysticism.     The  Franks' 
love  of  culture  received  its  greatest  strength  from  the  acquisition  of  the  Crown  of 
Imperial  Rome,   A.D.   800.     What   had   formerly  been    a    voluntary  aspiration    now 
assumed  the  appearance  of  a  duty  and  obligation  ;  for  the  king-emperor  of  the  Franks 
and  Romans  was  the  successor  of  Augustine  and  Constantine.      But  how  lapidly  all 
this  blossom  withered  !     Walafrid  writes  truly  in  the  prologue  to  Einhard's  Life  of 
Kaiser  Karl :   "  When  King  Karl  assembled  wise  men,  he  filled  with  light,   kindled 
by  God,  the  mist-shrouded,  and  so  to  speak  almost  entirely  dark,    expanse  of  the 
kingdom  entrusted   to   him   by  God,  by  the  new  radiance  of  all   science  such  as  till 
then  had  been  in  part  wholly  unknown  to  these  barbarians.     But  now,   since  these 
studies  once  more  relapse  into   their  opposite,  the  light  of  wisdom,  which  finds  few 
who  love  it,  becomes  ever  rarer." 

2  In  these  conflicts  the  controversy  as  to  Augustine  is  represented.     See  also  the 
dispute  as  to  the  Lord's  Supper. 
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images.1     3.  The  development  of  the  practice  and  theory  of  the 
Mass  and  of  penance.2 


§  I.  (#.)   The  Adoptian  Controversy? 

After  the  Western  Christological  formula  of  the  two  natures 
had  been  forced  on  the  East  at  the  fourth  Council,  the  latter 
had  at  the  fifth  Council  given  the  formula  a  Cyrillian  inter 
pretation,  which  it  confirmed  by  condemning  the  Three 
Chapters.  Since  the  Roman  Bishop  had  to  accede  to  the  new 
definition,  which  was  regarded  in  the  West  as  a  revolt  from  that 
of  Chalcedon,  a  schism  took  place  in  Upper  Italy,  which  was 
only  got  over  with  difficulty,  extending  into  the  seventh  century, 
and  damaging  the  Pope's  prestige  in  the  West.  The  Monothe- 
lite  controversies  brought  the  schism  to  an  end,4  and  the  sixth 
Council  restored  the  formula  of  Chalcedon  in  the  new  version 
of  the  problem  —  the  question  as  to  the  will  in  Christ.  But  men 
were  far  from  drawing  the  consequences  of  the  formula  in  the 
East,  or  in  Rome  itself.  Mysticism,  which  taught  the  complete 
and  inseparable  union  of  the  divine  and  human,  and  celebrated 
its  triumph  in  all  the  ritual  institutions  of  the  Church,  had  long 
overgrown  the  intractable  dogmatic  formula  and  stifled  its 
influence.  But  the  case  was  different  with  many  Western 
Bishops,  so  long  as  they  had  not  yet  been  reached  by  Greek 
mysticism,  and  still  were  under  the  influence  of  the  ancient 
Western  tradition,  especially  Augustine.  They  held  the  Christo 
logical  theory  that  the  Holy  Trinity  had  effected  the  Incarna 
tion  by  the  second  Person  of  the  Godhead,  the  Son,  selecting  a 
man  (homo)  in  virtue  of  eternal  election  —  without  antecedent 

1  These  controversies  are  of  universal  interest  in  Church  history. 

2  In  this  development  the  dogmatic  interest  of  the  Carlovingians  was  alone    really 
acute,  leading  to  new  definitions,  if  not  at  once  expressed  in  strictly  dogmatic  forms. 
To  this  subject  also  belongs  the  doctrine  of  the  saints  (Mary),  relics,  and  indulgences. 

3  See  Bach,  I.e.  Walch,  Ketzerhistorie,  Vol.  IX.  ;  Hefele,  Concil.  Gesch.  III.,2  p. 
642  ff.  (628  ff.  )  ;  Helfferrich,  D.  westgothische  Arianismus  u.  die  spanische  Ketzer- 
geschichte   1860;    Gams,   Kirchengesch.     Spaniens,  Vol.    II.;    Dorner,  Entwickel. 
Gesch.  Vol.   II.  ;  Hauck,  K.-Gesch.   Deutschlands,  Vol.  II.,  p.  256;  Opp.  Alcuini 
ed.  Froben  ;  Mansi,  T.  XII.,  XIII.  ;  Migne,  T.  XCVL—  CI. 

4  Yet  not  yet  everywhere. 


CHAP.  VI.]  THE   ADOPTIAN   CONTROVERSY.  279 

merits  on  the  part  of  the  man — by  uniting  with  him  to  form  a 
personal  unity,  and  by  thus  adopting  him  to  perfect  sonship.1 
This  scheme  is  distinguished  toto  coelo  from  the  Greek  one 
(received  in  Rome)  of  the  fifth  Council,  even  if — as  happened — 
the  whole  of  human  nature  was  also  understood  by  the  homo. 
For,  according  to  the  prevailing  Greek  conception,  the  God- 
Logos,  in  the  moment  of  the  Incarnation,  so  assumed  human 
nature  and  received  it  into  the  unity  of  his  being  (iSio-rroieiv), 
that  it  participated  completely  in  the  dignity,  and  accordingly 
in  the  sonship,  of  the  Son,  the  incarnate  Logos  thus  being  in 
every  respect  as  much  the  one  real  Son  of  God  as  the  pre- 
existent.  To  hold  Jesus  Christ  as  Son  of  Man  to  be  merely  the 
adopted  Son  of  God  destroyed,  according  to  Greek  ideas,  the 
whole  mystery  of  the  Incarnation,  and  took  the  Church  back  to 
the  abyss  of  Nestorianism.  Conversely,  it  was  possible  for  one 
who  took  his  stand  on  Augustinian  Christology  to  feel  that  the 
contention  that  the  Son  of  Man  was  as  essentially  Son  of  God 
as  the  Logos,  was  a  relapse  into  Docetism  or  even  Pantheism — 
the  fusion  of  divine  and  human.  The  great  claim  of  Cyril's 
conception  consisted  in  its  maintenance  of  the  perfect  unity  of 
the  Redeemer's  personality,2  the  justification  of  the  other  in  its 
adherence  to  Christ's  real  humanity.  This  humanity  was  to  the 
opposite  party  in  truth  only  a  theorem,  whose  avowal  permitted 
them  to  deify  in  concrete  everything  human  in  Christ^  while  the 
Adoptians  were  only  able  to  postulate  the  unity  of  the  Son  of 
God  and  Son  of  Man.-* 

1  See  Augustine's  Christology  above,  p.  127  ff.  The  idea  of  the  adoptio  of  the  man 
Jesus,  or  human  nature,  also  occurs  in  Tertullian,  Novatian,  Marius  Victorinus,  and 
Hilary. 

z  So  far  as  the  retention  of  this  is  the  condition  of  understanding  Jesus  Christ,  the 
Greek  conception  is  superior  to  the  Adoptian. 

a  The  defenders  of  the  anti-Adoptian  Christology  (Alcuin's)  have  not  latered  their 
tactics  at  the  present  day.  Thus  Bach  says  (I.e.  I.,  p.  109  ff. )  :  "  The  Adoptians  had 
no  presentiment  of  that  which  the  (Greek)  Fathers  call  the  pneumatic  quality  of 
Christ's  flesh.  Christ's  body  is  to  them  that  of  common  human  nature  in  every 
respect.  In  this  kenotic  (!!)  we  have  the  basis  of  Adoptian  dualism.  .  .  .  Felix,  like 
Elipandus,  does  not  understand  the  pneumatic  human  nature  in  Christ."  If  these 
words  suggest  any  meaning  at  all,  they  show  that  the  modern  historian  of  dogma  is  as 
honest  a  Docetic  as  the  orthodox  alter  Justinian's  heart. 

•4  The  case  is  precisely  the  same  as  in  Christological  conflicts  generally  from  the 
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It  is  the  old  antagonism  of  Monophysitism  and  Nestorianism, 
toned  down,  indeed,  in  phraseology,  but  not  lessened  in  sub 
stance — how  could  it  be  lessened  ?  It  is  not  wonderful  that  it 
broke  out  once  more  after  the  sixth  Council,  and  that  in 
connection  with  the  term  "  adoptio."  It  is  only  surprising 
that  it  arose  at  the  outskirts  of  Christendom  ;  and  that  the 
controversy  occasioned  by  it  in  the  Church  was  so  rapidly 
and  thoroughly  quieted.  If  we  reflect  that  Augustine  had 
unhesitatingly  taught  that  Christ,  on  his  human  side,  was 
the  adopted  Son  of  God  and  the  supreme  example  of 
prevenient  free  grace  (gratia  gratis  data  praeveniens),  that  he 
was  read  everywhere,  that  many  passages  in  the  Western 
Fathers  gave  evidence  of  Adoptianism,1  and  that  even  Isidore 
of  Seville  had  written  without  being  questioned  :  "  he  is  called 
sole-begotten  from  the  excellence  of  his  divinity,  because  he  is 
without  brothers,  first-begotten  on  account  of  the  assumption  of  a 
man,  in  which  act  he  has  deigned  to  have  brothers  by  the  adoption 
of  grace,  with  regard  to  whom  he  should  be  the  first-begotten,"  2 
we  are  seized  with  astonishment  at  the  secret,  energetic  counter 
action  of  the  Christological  mysticism  of  Cyril  and  the 
Areopagite.  It  captivated  thoughtful  and  superstitious 
Christians  in  Rome,  and  thence  in  England,  Upper  Italy,  and 
France.  It  succeeded  in  doing  so,  because  it  was  allied  both 
with  the  philosophical  speculation  of  the  time  and  the  super 
stitious  craving  for  mysteries.  Plato  and  Aristotle,  as  they 
were  understood,  were  its  evangelists,  and,  again,  every  celebra 
tion  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  yea,  every  relic,  was  a  silent  missionary 
for  it.  In  this  men  experienced  the  identity  of  the  heavenly  and 
earthly  ;  accordingly,  that  identity  had  to  be  recognised  above  all 
in  Christ  himself.  Thus  the  Western  and  Augustinian  Christ- 
days  of  Apollinaris.  There  is  right  and  wrong  on  both  sides,  but  after  all  on  neither, 
because  the  conception  of  a  divine  nature  in  Christ  leads  either  to  Docetism  or  the 
double  personnlity.  All  speculations  that  seek  to  escape  these  consequences  can 
display  at  most  theii  good  intentions. 

1  This  was  bluntly  asserted  by  Marius  Victorinus  (adv.  Arium  I. )  to  whom  is  entirely 
due  the  Augustinian  view  of  Christology  sub  specie prccdestinationis. 

2  Migne,  CL,  p.  1322  sq.  :   "  Unigenitus  vocatur  secundum  divinitatis  excellentiam, 
quia  sine  fratribus,  primogenitus  secundum  susceptionem  hominis,  in  qua  per  adop- 
tionem  gratiae  fratres  habere  dignatus  est,  de  quibus  esset  primogenitus." 
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ology,  with  its  last,  and  yet  so  significant,  remnant  of  a  historical 
view  of  Christ — his  subjection  to  divine  grace — was  effaced,  not 
by  a  conflict,  but  much  more  certainly  by  a  silent  revolution.1 

But  Augustinian  Christology  was  advocated  in  Arabian  Spain 
about  A.D.  780  by  Elipandus,  Metropolitan  of  Toledo,  and  soon 
afterwards  in  Prankish  Spain  by  Felix,  Bishop  of  Urgel ;  it 
being  also  supported  by  the  Mozarabian  liturgy.2  They  strongly 
emphasised  the  view  that  Christ  was  adopted  as  man,  and  the 
redeemed  were  accordingly,  in  the  fullest  sense,  brothers  of  the 
man  Jesus.  There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  argument  as  to  how 
the  two  bishops,  who,  for  the  rest,  had  the  approval  of  the 
majority  of  their  colleagues  in  Spain,  were  influenced  thus  to 
emphasise  the  adoptio.  After  what  we  have  observed  above  we 
ought  rather  to  ask  why  the  other  Western  Bishops  did  not  do 
the  same.  In  any  case,  the  hypothesis  that  this  Adoptianism 
is  to  be  explained  from  Ancient  West  Gothic  Arianism  3  is  still 
less  tenable  than  its  derivation  from  Arab  influences.4  Nor  do 
we  obtain  much  enlightenment  from  the  reference  to  the  con 
troversy  which  Elipandus  had  previously  waged  with  a  heretic 
named  Migetius.s  since  the  doctrines  ascribed  to  him  do  not 
seem  to  have  been  the  reverse  of  Adoptianism.  while  the  whole 
figure  is  obscure.6  All  that  is  clear  is  that  at  that  date  the 

1  Western  Augustinian  Christology,  like  Nestorianism,  deserved  its  fall  ;  for  since 
it  taught  that  the  God-Logos  existed  behind  the  man  Jesus  who  was  supported  by 
divine  grace,  the  relation  of  the  work  of  redemption  to  that  homo  was  extremely 
uncertain.     The  result  was  a  duplicity  of  view  which  could  only  produce  confusion, 
and  which  had  to  come  to  an  end,  until  the  conception  of  faith  should  be  thoroughly 
accepted,  unhampered  by  pernicious  speculations  as   to   the   two  natures,  that  God 
himself  was  in  the  man  Jesus. 

2  See  the  seven,  though  not  equally  valuable  passages  in  Hefele,  I.e.,  p.  650  f.  : 
"adoptivi    hominis    passio " — "adoptivi    hominis    non    horruisti    vestimentum" — 
"  salvator  per  adoptionem  carnis  sedem  repetiit  deitatis,"  etc. 

3  So  Helfferich,  I.e.  ;  also  Hauck,  R.-Encyklop  P.,  p.  185,  leaves  it  open. 

4  Gfrorer,  K.-Gesch.  III.,  p.  644  ff.     Graf.   Baudissin,  Eulogius  und  Alvar  1872, 
p.  6 1  f.     The  traces  cited  of  a   connection  between  Elipandus  and  Felix  with  the 
Saracens  are  very  slight  ;  besides,  the  objections  felt  by  the  latter  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity   are   not    lessened   by  Adoptianism.     Elipandus  defended  the  doctrine  with 
peculiar  emphasis. 

•'  Hefele,  Op.  cit.,  p.  628  ff. 

h'  Besides  his  enthusiasm  for  Rome,  Migetius'  main  heresy  seems  to  have  been  that 
he  conceived  God  strictly  as  a  single  person,  and  maintained  that  he  had  revealed 
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Spanish  Church  possessed  no  connection  with  Rome,  that  it 
rejected  the  alliance  sought  by  Hadrian  I.,  and,  while  relatively 
uninfluenced  by  the  Roman  and  Byzantine  Church  tradition,1 
was  in  a  state  of  great  confusion  internally.2  It  is  further 
evident  that  Elipandus  gladly  seized  the  opportunity  to  extend 
the  sphere  of  his  metropolitan  power  to  Asturia  under  the  sure 
protection  of  the  unbelievers.  A  dogmatic  Spanish  formula  was 

himself  in  three  persons,  namely,  David  (Father  ?),  Jesus,  and  Paul  (the  Holy  Ghost  ?). 
Besides  this  "  Sabellianism,"  one  might  be  tempted  to  discover  "  Priscillian " 
errors  in  him.  But  the  slight  information  we  possess  (see  Hadrian  and  Elipandus' 
letters)  do  not  warrant  a  confident  decision. 

1  This   explains   the  uninterrupted  prestige  of  Augustinian  theology.      Isidore  of 
Seville,  e.g.,  felt  it  so  strongly,  that  he  even  taught  twofold  predestination  (Sentent. 
II.  6)  :   "  gemina  predestinatio  .   .   .   sive  reproborum  ad  mortem." 

2  The  comparatively  slight  influence  exerted  by  the  great  main  current  of  Church 
development  is  also  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  opposition  of  the  Spaniard  Vigilantius  to 
saints  and  relics  continued  to  influence  Spain,  as  is  evidenced,  e.g.,  by  the  attack  made 
upon  him  by  Faustus  of  Rhegium  (see  above,  p.  244,  note  i).  Paradoxical  as  it  sounds, 
the  veneration  of  these  objects  lay  in  the  -van  of  Church  evolution,  in  so  far  as  it  was 
most  closely  connected  with  the  development  of  Christology.     Those  who  resisted 
this  worship  soon  ceased  to  do  so  on  evangelical  grounds,  but  because  ecclesiastically 
they  were  "  laggards."     The  dislike  to  relics  and  pictures,  however,  is  as  closely  con 
nected  with  the  Adoptian  theory,  as  their  worship  and  the  materialistic  dogma  of  the 
Lord's  Supper  are  with  the  Christology  of  Cyril,  Justinian,  and  Alcuin  (see  under). 
But  even  after  Reccared  passed  over  to  Catholicism,  the  Spanish  Church  showed  its 
disorderly  state,  not  only  in  the  persistent  mingling  of  Pagan  and  Christian  morals, 
and  (in    some  circles)  the  continuance  of  certain  Arian  leanings,  but   still  more  in 
numerous  heretical  intrigues.     To  this  class  belong  Priscillianism,  degenerated  into 
dualism,  Migetius,  that  Marcus  who  rejuvenated  Basilidianism,  and  above  all  the  sect 
of  Bonosians  that  held  its  ground  in  Spain — phenomena  that  were  profoundly  opposed 
to  Catholicism,  and  prove  how  hard  it  was  for  the  rising  Roman  Catholic  Church  in 
Spain  to  adopt  the  sentiments  of  Roman  Catholicism.     No  other  Western  Church 
had  at  this  date  still  to  strive  so  keenly  with  powerful  heresies  as  the  Spanish.     Hence 
is  explained  the  growth  in  this  Church,  especially  after  contact  with  Islam,  of  the 
cold,  determined  fanaticism  of  its  orthodoxy  and  persecution  of  heretics.     Wherever 
it  arises,  this  is  a  sign  that  men  have  forced  themselves  after  severe  sacrifices  to  sub 
mit  to  the  sacred  cause,  and  that  they  now  seek  to  compensate  themselves  by  making 
others  do  the  same.     As  regards  the  sect  of  Bonosians  in  particular,  their  founder, 
Bonosus,  Bishop  of  Snrdica,  advanced  from  a  denial  of  Mary's  perpetual  virginity  to 
the  doctrine  of   Photinus  (*ee  the  Synod  of  Capua,    A.D.    391  ;    Ambrose's  letters, 
Siricius,  and  Innocent  I.,  and  Marius  Mercator).     Strange  to  say,  he  found  adherents 
in  South  Gaul,  and  especially  in  Spain,  up  till  into  the  eighth  century ;  in  Spain,  as  it 
appears,  they  were  numerous  ;  see  the  2  Synod  of  Aries  (443  ?)  c.  I"],  Synod  of  Clichy 
(626)  c.   5,  Synod  of  Orleans  (538)  c.  31,  Gennad.  de  vir.  inl.    ,4,  Avitus  Vienn., 
Isidore  de  script,  eccl.  20,  de  hrer.  53.     In  the  sixth  century  Justinian  of  Valentia 
opposed  them  in  Spain,  and  in  the  seventh  the  Synod  of  Toledo  (675),  referred  in 
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welcome  to  him  as  a  means  of  doing  this.  It  is  probable,  finally, 
that  Latin  translations  of  Nestorian  writings  (i.e.,  of  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia)  were  read  in  Spain.  This  cannot,  indeed,  be 
proved;  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  Felix  of  Urgel gave  a 
Nestorian  (Theodorian)  development  to  Augustine s  Christology, 
and  thus  went  beyond  Augustine,  and  it  is  on  the  other  hand 
certain  that  from  the  sixth  century  Latin  translations  of  works 
by  Nestorian  (and  Syrian)  writers  were  current  in  the  West.1 

Elipandus  was  a  loyal  adherent  to  the  Augustinian  and 
Chalcedonian  Christology  ;  this  is  attested  by  his  epistles ;  see 
also  the  two  books  written  against  him  by  Beatus  and  Eterius  of 
Asturia,  as  well  as  Alcuin's  writings.  He  meant  to  maintain 
the  unity  of  person  throughout ;  but  this  unity  did  not,  in  his 
view,  do  away  with  the  strict  distinction  of  natures.  The  human 
nature  remained  human,  being  thence  raised  to  the  dignity  of 
divinity,  and  for  this  reason  he  held  the  term  "adoptio  "  to  be 
peculiarly  fitting:  "the  son  adoptive  in  his  humanity  but  not  in 

the  Symbol  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Bonosians  that  Christ  had  only  existed  after  Mary 
bore  him,  and  was  merely  a  filius  adoptivus,  by  confessing:  "hie  etiam  filius  del 
natura  est  filius,  non  adoptione."  Naturally  Elipandus  and  Felix  were  conjoined  by 
their  opponents  with  the  Bonosians,  but  with  the  greatest  injustice  ;  they  were  rather 
their  most  implacable  enemies,  since  they  never  denied  that  Chi  ist  as  Son  of  God  was 
filius  dei  naturalis.  They  even  tried  lo  hurl  back  the  charge  of  Bonosianism  at  their 
enemies  (Beatus  and  Eterius),  an  attempt,  indeed,  that  could  not  succeed.  It  was  at 
any  rate  prejudicial,  seeing  that  men  cling  to  catchwords,  to  place  in  the  Toledan 
Symbol  of  675  the  words  "non  filius  adoptione,"  although  by  them  the  Photinian 
error,  which  Elipandus  himself  "condemned  to  hell."  was  exclusively  meant.  We 
may,  indeed,  say  of  Bonosianism,  but  not  of  Elipandus'  teaching,  that  its  circulation 
in  Spain  s  explained  by  the  Arian  leanings  of  the  Western  Goths ;  for  not  only  in 
the  Arianism  of  scholarly  theologians,  but  still  more  in  its  popular  form,  there  lurked 
an  element  of  the  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samosata  and  Photinus. 

1  Since  the  Three  Chapter  controversy.  We  have  to  remember,  further,  that  Theo 
dore's  commentary  on  Paul's  Epistles  still  exists  in  a  Latin  translation,  and  thai  the  work 
of  Junilius  comes  from  a  Syrian  copy  ;  see  Neander's  Dogmengesch.  II.,  p.  25  f.,  and 
Jacobi's  note  there,  p.  20  f.  Moller  (Art.  Adoptianism  in  Herzog's  R.-E.,  and  Ed.)  has 
stated,  on  the  basis  of  Gam's  discoveries,  a  conjecture  that  is  worth  noting  :  "  Perhaps 
we  ought  to  regard  the  orthodox  brethren  in  Cordova  extouYd  by  Elipandus  (Ep.  ad 
Felic.  in  Alcuin's  letteis,  ep.  123),  who  provided  him  with  scholarly  material,  and  to 
whom  Alcuin  (ep.  ad  Leidrad.  141)  supposes  the  evil  originally  to  have  been  due, 
as  Eastern  Christians  of  Nestoiian  culture  who  had  come  in  the  train  of  the  Arabs, 
and  who,  if  they  did  not  produce,  supported  the  Adoptian  tendency."  It  is  further 
important  that  Elipandus  has  not  mentioned  Nestorianism  among  the  ancient  heresies 
i ejected  by  him. 
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his  divinity  "  (filius  adoptivus  humanitate  nequaquam  divinitate). 
Everyone  in  the  West  (even  Alcuin)  still  spoke  at  that  time  of 
the  assumtio  hominis,  and  not  merely  of  the  assumtio  Jiumancz 
natures  (assumption  of  a  man  not  of  human  nature).  It  was  a 
correct  inference  that  assumtio  Jiominis  =  adoptio  hominis.  If  the 
word  "  adoptio  "  was  not  exactly  common  in  the  more  ancient 
literature,1  the  matter  designated  by  it  was  correctly  expressed 
in  Augustine's  sense.2  The  sonship  of  Christ  was  therefore 
twofold  ;  as  God  he  was  son  by  race  and  nature  (genere  et 
natura),  as  man  by  adoption  and  grace.  Elipandus  quoted 
texts  in  support  of  this,  and  inferred  quite  correctly  that  he 
who  disputed  the  Redeemer's  adoptio  had  to  deny  the  reality 
of  his  human  nature,  and  consequently  to  suppose  that  Christ 
derived  his  humanity,  which  would  be  unlike  ours,  from  the 
substance  of  the  Father.  Elipandus  therefore  designates  his 
opponents  Docetics  or  Eutychians. 

If  we  find  that  even  he  was  interested  really  in  Christ's  com 
plete  humanity  for  his  work's  sake,  the  same  fact  shows  much  more 
clearly  in  the  important  case  of  Felix  (see  the  writings  directed 
against  him  by  Paulinus  and  Alcuin).  He  has  also  left  the 
God-Logos  resting  in  the  background  ;  but  his  theory  of  religion 
deals  with  the  second  Adam  in  a  way  that  had  not  been  heard 
cf  in  the  Church  since  the  days  of  Theodore.  Since  the  Son  of 
Man  was  actually  a  man,  the  whole  stages  of  his  humiliation 
were  not  voluntarily  undertaken,  but  were  necessary.  It  was 
only  the  resolve  of  the  Son  of  God  to  adopt  a  man  that  was 
freely  made.  After  this  resolve  was  realised  the  Son  of  Man  had 
to  be  a  servant,  had  to  be  subject  to  the  Father  in  everything, 
had  to  fulfil  his  will  and  not  his  own.  Like  all  men  he  was  onlv 

*> 

good  so  far  as,  and  because,  he  was  subject  to  the  Father's  grace  ; 
he  was  not  omniscient  and  omnipotent,  but  his  wisdom  and 
power  were  bounded  by  the  limits  imposed  on  humanity.  He 
derived  his  life  from  the  Father,  and  to  him  he  also  prayed  for 

1  Alcuin  says   too   much  when  he  exclaims  (adv.   Elip.  IV.  2):  "  Ubi  latuit,  ubi 
dormivit  hoc  nomen  adoptionis  vel  nuncupationis  de  Christo  ?  "  or  Ep.  1 10  :   "  Novitas 
vocum  in  adoptione,  nuncupatione,  omnino  fidelibus  omnibus  detestanda  est." 

2  Compare  how  also  Facundus  of  Hermiane  (pro  defens.  trium  capp.  p.  708,  ed. 
Paris,  1616,  II.)  acknowledges  that  Christ  accepted  the  "  Sacrament  of  Adoption." 
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himself.1  Felix's  final  interest  consisted  in  the  fact  that  only 
thns  can  zve  be  certain  of  our  adoption.  He  insisted  very  strongly 
on  raising  to  the  central  place  in  the  conception  of  redemption 
the  thought  that  the  adoption  of  believers  is  only  certain  if 
Christ  adopted  a  man  like  other  men,  or  humanity:  we  are  only 
redeemed  if  Christ  is  our  oldest  brother.  The  assurance  of  the 
redemption  of  humanity  rests,  as  with  Augustine,  on  the  sole- 
begotten  (in  the  divine  sphere)  having  united  with  himself  the 
first-begotten  (in  the  human)  ["  adoptivi  cum  adoptive,  servi  cum 
servo,  Christi  cum  Christo,  deus  inter  deos  "  ].  Christ,  who  as 
man  was  sacrificed  for  sakes,  was  the  head  of  humanity,  not  by 
his  divinity,  but  by  his  humanity.  For  this  very  reason  the 
members  are  only  certain  of  their  adoption  if  the  head  is 
adopted.2  If  we  are  not  dealing  in  Christ's  case  with  an 
adoption  as  in  our  own,  the  then  Incarnation  was  enacted 
outside  of  our  sphere,  and  is  of  no  benefit  to  us.  But  Felix 
went  a  step  farther.  He  did  not,  like  Augustine,  satisfy  himself 
with  stopping  at  the  simple  contention  that  the  man  (homo) 
Christ  was  adopted  in  virtue  of  the  prevenient  grace  of  pre 
destination,  and  with  combining,  by  a  mere  assertion,  this  con 
tention  with  the  thesis  of  personal  unity.  On  the  contrary  he 
rigidly  separated  the  natures,  and  sought  to  form  a  clear  idea  of 
the  way  in  which  the  adoption  was  accomplished  (see  the 
Antiochenes.) 

As  regards  the  first  point,  he  applied  the  phrase  "  true  and 
peculiar  son"  (verus  et  proprius  filius)  to  the  God- Logos  alone, 
and  did  not  shrink  from  the  proposition  "  the  son  is  believed  one 
in  two  forms "  (duobus  modis  unus  creditur  filius) ;  he  dis 
tinguished  between  "  the  one  "  and  "  the  other  "  (alter  and  alter], 
"  this  one  "  and  "  that  "  (ille  and  ille\  nay,  he  called  the  Son  of 
Man  "  God  by  adoption  "  (nuncupativus  deus :  meaning  that  he 
became  God).  He  speaks,  like  the  Antiochenes,  of  a  "  dwelling  " 
of  God  in  man,  of  the  man  who  is  united  (conjunctus  ;  appli- 
catus)  with  deity,  or  bears  deity.  He  has,  indeed,  compared  the 
union  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ  with  the  relation  of  soul  and 
body  ;  but  the  figure  is  still  more  inapt  from  his  standpoint  than 

1  See  passages  cited  by  Bach,  Opp.  cit.,  p.  no  ff. 

-  The  clearest  passages — Felix's  own  words — occur  in  Agobard,  lib.  adv.  Fel.  27-37. 
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from  Augustine's  ;  for  the  community  of  attributes  is  to  him 
not  real,  but  nominal,  and  "we  must  by  no  means  believe  that 
the  omnipotent  divine  Father,  who  is  a  spirit,  begets  the  body 
from  himself"  (nullo  modo  credendum  est,  ut  omnipotens  deus 
pater,  qui  spiritus  est,  de  semetipso  carnem  generet).  The  man 
Christ  has  two  fathers,  one  natural  (David),  and  the  other  by  his 
adoption. 

With  reference  to  the  second  point,  Felix  taught  that  the 
Son  of  Man  underwent  two  births  :  he  was  born  of  the  virgin — 
that  was  his  natural  birth,  and  of  grace  or  adoption  in  baptism — 
his  spiritual  birth.  Christ,  accordingly,  like  all  Christians,  ex 
perienced  a  twofold  birth.  His  spiritual  birth,  as  indispensable 
for  him  as  for  the  rest,  was  accomplished,  as  in  every  other  case, 
in  baptism ;  but  in  this  instance  also  baptism  was  only  the 
beginning.  It  was  not  completed  till  the  Resurrection.1  As 
the  Son  of  Man,  therefore,  was  subject  to  the  different  stages  of 
divine  grace  arising  from  his  election,  he  was  also  originally, 
though  sinless,2  the  "  old  man "  (vetus  homo),  and  passed 
through  the  process  of  regeneration  until  he  reached  complete 
adoption — undergoing  everything  that  and  as  we  do.  But  we 
follow  the  Head,  and  it  is  only  because  he  experienced  this  that 
he  can  be  our  redeemer  and  intercessor.  For  the  rest,  it  is 
besides  to  be  held  that  the  Son  of  God  also  accepted  human 
birth  for  himself,  as  in  that  case  he  is  further  to  be  conceived  as 
sharing  in  all  the  acts  of  the  Son  of  Man.3 

Elipandus  had  given  currency  to  his  teaching  in  letters.     His 

1  Alcuin  adv.   Felic.   II.    16  (Felix  says):      "  Christus    qui   est   secundus  Adam, 
accepit  has  geminas  generationes,  primam  vid.  quse  secundum  camem  est,  secundam 
vero  spiritualem,  quse  per  adoptionem  fit,  idem  redemptor  noster  secundum  hominem 
complexus  in  semetipso  continet :  primam  vid.   quam  suscepit  ex  virgine  nascendo, 
secundam  vero  quam  initiavit  in  lavacro  a  mortuis  resurgendo." 

2  Alcuin  indeed  does  not  believe  that  Felix  was  sincere  in  professing  to  hold  the 
sinlessness  of  Christ,  for,  if  he  had  been,  he  would  not  have  spoken  of  a  regeneration 
of  Christ  (I.e.,  c.  18). 

3  Felix's  words  in  Agobard  33  :  "  Propter  singularitatem  persona?,  in  qua  divinitas 
filii  del  cum  humanitate  sua  communes  habeat  actiones,  qua  ex  causa  aliquando  ea  qua? 
divina  sunt  referuntur  ad  humana,  et  ea  quoe  humana  fiunt  interdum  adscribuntur  ad 
divina,  et  hoc  ordine  aliquando  dei  filius  in  hominis  filio  films  hominis  appellari  dig- 
natur  et  hominis  filius  in  dei  filio  filius  dei  mtncupatur."    The  Nestorians,  too,  main 
tained  such  a  double  personality. 
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first  opponents  were  the  Abbot  Beatus  and  the  youthful  Bishop 
Eterius.  Their  opposition  inflamed  the  anger  of  the  ageing 
Metropolitan,  jealous  of  his  orthodoxy.  All  who  refused  to  see 
in  the  two  natures  more  than  one  filius  proprius  he  called 
"servants  of  Antichrist"  (A.D.  785).  Those  he  attacked,  how 
ever,  did  not  keep  silent,  but  exposed  the  heretical  character  of 
Adoptianism  in  an  elaborate  document ;  they  also  noted  the 
fact  that  the  controversy  had  already  excited  the  Bishops  of  all 
Spain,  and  had  extended  into  France.1  Hadrian  I.  entered  into 
the  dispute  at  this  time.  He  could  not  but  welcome  the  chance 
of  proving  to  the  Spanish  Metropolitan,  whose  independence 
rendered  him  obnoxious,  that  he  had  fallen  into  the  heresy  of 
Nestorius,  and  that  the  Spanish  Bishops  were  therefore  bound 
to  adhere  to  the  teaching  of  Rome  and  the  Fathers.2 

Soon  afterwards  Felix  of  Urgel  energetically  championed  the 
thesis  laid  down  by  EHpandus.  Thereby  the  question  at  issue 
became  important  for  the  kingdom  of  the  Franks.  The  Synod 
of  Regensburg  (792),  whose  transactions  are  unfortunately  lost, 
was  convened  to  deal  with  Adoptianism.  Felix  himself  required 
to  appear.  He  defended  himself  before  Charlemagne,3  but  is 

1  See  the  analysis  of  this  writing  in  Bach,  p.  116  ff.  It  follows  Cyril.  The  old 
charge  formerly  made  against  the  Nestorians  is  also  urged  against  the  Adoptians,  that 
by  making  the  Son  of  Man  independent  they  expanded  the  Trinity  into  a  Quaternity. 
A  few  Western  reminiscences  are,  however,  not  wanting,  although  the  human  nature  is 
substantially  conceived  to  be  the  impersonal  caro  ;  see  e.g. ,  II.  68,  where  theyf/mj  se- 
cundum  carnem  is  named  as  mediator  ("  reconciliati  sumus  persolum  filium  secundum 
carnem,  sed  non  soli  filio  secundum  divinitatem  ")  ;  also  II.  40:  "  dominus  ac 
redemptor  noster  cum  sancta  ecclesia,  quam  redemit  secundum  carnem,  una  substantia 
est." 

2Ep.  97  in  the  Cod.  Carol,  in  Migne,  T.  CII.,  see  analysis  in  Hefele  III.,  p.  661 
ff. ,  which  is  also  to  be  compared  with  what  follows. 

3  In  the  controversy  the  King  proved  that  he  felt  fully  his  responsibility  as  a 
Christian  ruler,  and  was  at  the  same  time  thoroughly  anxious  to  be  just.  He  was 
really  convinced  by  the  propositions  of  his  theologians.  They  extolled  him  highly  as 
protector  of  the  faith,  as  a  David  and  a  Solomon.  Alcuin  says  of  the  King  (adv. 
Elipand.  I.  16)  :  "  Catholicus  in  fide,  rex  in  potestate,  pontifexin  praedicatione,  judex 
in  oequitate,  philosophus  in  liberalibus  studiis,  inclytus  in  moribus  (?)  et  omni  honestate 
proecipuus."  Ep.  100  ad  dominum  regem  :  "  hoc  mirabile  et  speciale  in  te  pietatis 
dei  donum  pradicamus,  quod  tanta  devotione  ecclesins  Christi  a  perfidorum  doctrinis 
intrinsecus  puigare  tuerique  niteris,  quanta  forinsecus  a  vastatione  paganorum  clefen- 
dere  vel  propagare  conaris.  His  duobus  gladiis  vestram  venerandam  excellcnthm 
dextra  bevaque  divina  armavit  potestas." 
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said  to  have  ultimately  recanted,  since  all  the  Bishops  declared 
his  teaching  to  be  erroneous.  The  recantation  is,  indeed,  sup 
ported  by  several  witnesses,  but  is  not  placed  beyond  doubt,  for 
we  hear  that  Felix  was  sent  to  Rome,  and  was  kept  in  prison 
by  the  Pope  until  he  yielded  to  swear  to  an  orthodox  confession. 
He  now  returned  to  Spain  (to  his  bishopric  ?)  but  soon  renounced 
his  forced  recantation,  and  withdrew  to  Toledo  in  Saracen 
territory,  in  order  to  escape  the  censorship  of  the  Franks. 
Alcuin's  attempt  to  recover  for  the  Church  its  highly  prized 
bishop  by  means  of  a  very  friendly  letter  that  breathed  Augus 
tine's  spirit  (A.D.  793)  perhaps  crossed  the  effort  made  by  the 
heads  of  the  Adoptianists  to  maintain  their  teaching  in  the 
Church  by  an  encyclical  to  the  Bishops  of  the  Frankish  kingdom, 
and  a  letter  to  Charlemagne,  which  took  the  form  of  a  remon 
strance,  and  contained  a  petition  for  a  new  investigation. 
Elipandus  always  regarded  the  "  sleek "  Beatus  as  the  chief 
enemy,  who  had  instilled  his  poison  into  the  Church  and  seduced 
the  Bishops.  He  adjures  the  King  to  judge  justly  ;  to  reinstate 
Felix,  and  be  warned  by  Constantine's  revolt  to  Arianism. 
The  heresy  that  through  Beatus  now  threatened  the  whole 
Church  was  nothing  less  than  the  denial  that  Christ  received 
his  body  from  the  Virgin.  At  the  brilliant  Synod  of  Frankfurt, 
Charlemagne,  after  reporting  to  the  Pope,  set  on  foot  a  new 
investigation  (794).  Learned  bishops  and  theologians  were 
summoned  from  all  quarters.  The  assembly  rejected  Adop- 
tianism  in  two  Synodal  deeds — the  Italian  Bishops  under 
Paulinus  of  Aquileia  voted  separately.  The  same  course  was 
followed  by  a  Synod  assembled  contemporaneously  at  Rome. 
All  these  resolutions  were  transmitted,  along  with  a  letter  of  his 
own,  by  Charlemagne  to  Elipandus. 

We  are  not  interested  in  following  the  controversy  further, 
for  new  phases  did  not  appear.  But  we  have  the  impression 
that  Adoptianism  made  advances  in  Saracen  Spain  and  the 
neighbouring  province  until  about  A.D.  799.  Even  the  personal 
influence  of  famous  doctors  (Benedict  of  Aniane,  Leidrad  of 
Lyons)  met  at  first  with  little  success.  But  Frankish  Spain 
could  not  resist  the  influence  of  the  whole  empire,  and  Felix 
himself  was  ultimately  induced  once  more  to  recant  at  the 
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Synod  of  Aachen  (799).     At  this  date,  besides  Paulinus,1  Alcuin 
was  indefatigable  in  producing  works,  some  of  them  extensive, 
against  the  heresy  (Libell.  adv.  Felic.  haer.,  IV.  lib.  adv.   Elip- 
andum,  VII.   lib.   adv.  Felic.).     It   is  interesting  to  notice  how 
this  Anglo-Saxon,  the  disciple  of  Bede,  was  entirely  dependent 
in   his    Christology   on    the    Greeks,    and    had    abandoned    the 
Augustinian   tradition.       Augustine  as  well   as   Graeco-Romari 
speculative    theology    had    become    domesticated    in    England 
through  the  Romanising  of  that  country.     But  in  those  questions 
on  which  the  Greeks  had  pronounced  their  views,  they  were  ever 
regarded  as  the  more  honourable,  reliable,  and  learned.     They 
were  the  representatives  of  the  sublime  theology  of  the  mystery 
of  the   Incarnation.2      The    Latins  were  only  after  all    to   be 
considered  in   so  far  as  they  agreed  with  the  Greeks.      How 
great  is  the  imposing  prestige  and  power  of  an  ancient  culture, 
and  how  cogent  is  every  "  advance"  that  it  experiences,  even  if 
that   advance   passes    imperceptibly   into   a   refinement   which 
produces  a  new  barbarianism  !     Alcuin's  arguments  might  have 
occurred  just  as  well  in  the  works  of  Cyril,  Leontius,  or  John  of 
Damascus,  and  they  are  sometimes  actually  to  be  found  there 
word  for  word  : — Christ  is  the  personal  God-Logos  who  assumed 
impersonal  human  nature,  and  fused  it  into  the  complete  unity 
of  his  being.     Accordingly,  even  apart  from  sin,  Christ's  human 
ity   was   by   no   means  like  ours   in   all    points,   but   was   very 
different.      Since    it    acquired   all    the    attributes    of  deity,   all 
human  limitations  shown  in  the  life  of  Jesus  were  voluntarily 
accepted,  in    other  words  were  due   to  accommodation,  were 
pedagogic  or    illusory.      Alcuin   dissipates  the    records    of  the 
gospels  as  thoroughly  as  the   Monophysite  and  Crypto-Mono- 
physite  Greeks.     This  form  of  piety  had  ceased  to  regard  Christ 
in  any  sense  as  a  human  person  ;  nay,  it  felt  itself  gravely  hurt 
if  it  was  told  that  it  ought  to  suppose  a  really  human  conscious 
ness  in  Christ.     Not  only  was  the  dismemberment  of  the  one 
Christ  disowned  as  blasphemous,  but  still  more  the  application 
to  him  of  categories  that  were  held  to  describe  believers.3     In 

i  See  on  his  polemics,  Bach,  p.  121  fif. 

'2  This  is  true  above  all  of  Cyril. 

3  See  the  analysis  of  Alcuin's  Christology  in  Bach,  p.  128  ff.     Alcuin  seeks  to  show 
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fact,  we  are  correct  in  saying  that  faith  in  Christ  as  Redeemer 
had  no  interest  in  expounding  broadly  wherein  Christ  is  like  us.1 
But  the  Adoptians  had,  consistently  with  this  likeness,  which 
they  asserted,  characterised  him  as  head  of  the  community, 
and  demonstrated  a  way  in  which  the  man  Christ  could  be 
apprehended  as  redeemer  and  intercessor.2  But  then,  as  now, 

(i)  that  all  the  statements  of  Scripture  and  the  Fathers  regarding  Chiist  have  for  their 
subject  the  concrete  person  in  two  natures  ;  (2)  that  the  notion  of  adoption  occurs 
neither  in  Scripture  nor  the  Fathers,  and  is  thus  novel  and  false  ;  and  (3)  that  the 
Adoptianist  theory  is  inconsistent,  and  upsets  the  basis  of  faith.  He  tries  to  show  that 
adoptio,  if  taken  to  mean  anything  different  from  assutnptio,  leads  to  heresy.  Assump 
tion  is  held  to  express  the  natural  relation  in  which  humanity  is  connected  with 
deity  by  the  Incarnation,  and  which  is  annulled  by  the  adoptio  that  designates  a 
relation  due  to  grace.  Alcuin  indeed  also  speaks  (following  Augustine)  of  grace 
having  been  in  Christ,  for  it  does  not,  like  adoptio,  exclude  the  natural  relation  of 
sonship.  But  his  strongest  argument  consists  in  his  explanation  that  passive  adoption 
was  impossible,  because  the  Son  of  Man  did  not  exist  at  all  before  he  was  actual  Son 
of  God.  Neither  he  nor  Paulinus  supposes  that  the  man  Christ  was  a  person  before 
the  God-man.  He  certainly  possessed  his  personality  from  the  first  in  the  Son  of 
God.  Accordingly,  if  we  think  abstractly,  we  may  not  conceive  of  a  man  (homo) 
Christ  who  existed  before  the  Incarnation,  but  of  human  nature,  which  only  became 
personal  by  its  assumption,  and  was  at  once  made  an  essential  constituent  of  the 
person  of  the  God-man.  Therefore  this  nature,  even  apait  from  sin,  was  infinitely 
superior  to  and  unlike  ours.  Therefore  the  doctrine  of  the  Agnoetes,  who  had  be 
sides  been  already  strongly  assailed  by  Gregory  I.  in  his  letters,  was  to  be  condemned; 
and  the  servile  form  of  the  Son  of  God  was  in  every  respect  worthy  of  adoration, 
because  it  was  not  necessary  to  his  nature,  but  was  at  every  point  freely  undertaken. 
Accordingly  Christ  required  neither  baptism  nor  adoption,  and  even  as  man  was  no 
ordinary  creature,  but  always  the  God-man.  "  In  spite  of  the  assumption  of  human 
nature,  the  God -man  retained  sole  property  in  the  person  of  the  Son."  Humanity 
was  merely  added  like  something  impersonal  to  this  unity  of  person  of  the  Son  of 
God,  "and  there  remained  the  same  property  in  two  natures  in  the  name  of  the  Son 
that  formerly  existed  in  one  substance."  But  Alcuin  adds  very  inaptly  (c.  Felic.  II. 
12):  "in  adsumtione  carnis  a  deo  persona  peril  hominis,  non  natura  ;  "  for  he 
certainly  did  not  assume  that  a  "  persona  hominis  "  had  existed  previously.  We  can 
only  explain  this  lapse  by  supposing  that  Alcuin  had  not  yet  let  Cyril's  Christology 
expunge  from  his  mind  every  reminiscence  of  Augustine's.  Bach  rightly  remarks 
(p.  136  f.  :  against  Uorner)  "that  no  opponent  of  the  Adoptians  imagined  that  per 
sonality  was  essential  to  the  completeness  of  the  human  nature  ;  (like  Bach  himself) 
they  taught  exactly  the  opposite."  Bach's  own  explanation  of  the  above  passage, 
which  is  only  intelligible  as  a  lapse,  is,  for  the  rest,  wholly  incorrect.  By  persona  he 
would  understand  "  the  person  of  man  as  such,  of  humanitas,  and  not  of  the  man 
Christ." 

lEpist.  ad  Carol.  M.  :  "Quid  enim  prodest  ecclesitc  dei  Christum  appellare 
adoptivum  filium  vel  deum  nuncupativum  ?  " 

'2  The  explanations  given  by  Felix  as  to  the  man  Christ  as  sacerdos,  sacrificium, 
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no  one  who  had   once  been   initiated   into  the  mysteries  was 
influenced  by  this.      He  who  has  once  but  sipped  the  intoxicating 
cup  of  that  mysticism,  which  promises  to  transform  every  worth 
less  stone  into  gold,  sees  everywhere  the  mystery  of  deification, 
and  then  it  is  not  easy  for  the  watchman  to  recall  the  dreamer 
to  life.1    For  this  is  the  last  motive  of  this  speculation  :  from  the 
transformation  of  the  impersonal  human  substance  into  the  divine 
(in    the   case   of  Christ)    to   derive  the   divino-human   means  of 
enjoyment  in  this  world.      Even   in  the  instance  of  Beatus,  the 
realistic   conception  of  the   Lord's   Supper  turns    out    to    be  a 
decisive  motive  against  Adoptianism,2  and  this  motive  can  also 
be  demonstrated  in  Alcuin's  works.3     Thus  the  Christological 
controversy  is  closely  connected  with  the  magical  conceptions 
of  the    Lord's    Supper  as   the   centre   of  Church   doctrine  and 
practice.     It  is  all  the  more  instructive  that,  as  we  shall  see, 
iinages  were  not  yet  thought  of,  while  the  East  had  long  had 
them  in  vie\v,  as  well  as  the  Lord's  Supper,  in  connection  with 
its  Crypto-Monophysite  Christology.     In  this  matter  the  Anglo- 
Saxon  and  Prankish  Church  still  "  lagged  "  behind  its  guide. 

caput  ecclesia  are  Augustinian,  and  in  part  more  precise  than  they  occur  in  Augustine. 
The  part  played  in  the  controversy  by  the  thought  of  Christ  as  head  of  the  Church  is 
worthy  of  note.  We  are  not  prepared  for  it,  if  we  start  from  the  more  ancient 
tradition.  The  greater  emphasis  laid  on  Christ  as  priest  and  sacrifice  was  already 
determined  by  the  all-prevailing  reference  to  the  Mass. 

1  Adoptianism,  like  Nestorianism,  necessarily  remained  a  half  thing,  because  it  did 
not  correct  this  pseudo-Christian  motive.     This  is  the  ultimate  cause  of  its  speedy 
death.     Adoptianism  and  the  Eucharistic  Christ  do  not  suit  each  other. 

2  See  Bach,  p.  1 19  f.     Beatus  has  pointed  out,  like  Cyril,  that  the  concrete  unity  of 
Christ's  person  is  shown  most  clearly  in  the  fact  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper  the  whole 
Christ  is  adored,  and  that  his  flesh  is  the  principle  of  eternal  life.     Bach  (p.  120)  has 
eloquently    evolved   as   his   own    view    the   cause  for  which  the  opponents  of  the 
Adoptians  ultimately  contended.      "  Beatus  and  Eterius,  in  opposition  to  the  exter 
nality  of  Elipandus,  pointed  with  a  profoundly  realistic  glance  to  the  central  signifi 
cance  of  Christ  in  the  collective  ethical  and  sacramental  constitution  of  Christianity, 
and  the  morally  free  life  of  humanity.     The  organic  and  physical  relation  of  Christ 
to  humanity,  and  \.\\s  physiology  of  grace  in  its  inner  relation  to  human  freedom,  which 
has  its  living  roots  in  the  concrete  God-man,  are  hereby  indicated.      A  divided  Christ 
cannot  be  a  new  physical  ethical  ferment  of  life  to  mankind."     This  materialistic  ghost 
unfortunately  also  announces  its  presence  in  Protestant  Christianity. 

s  With  him  and  Paulinus,  only  indeed  in  unimportant  hints,  wherefore  Bach  calls 
Paulinus  "  less  profound  and  thorough"  than  Beatus.  How  the  speculation  reached 
the  latter  is  not  known. 
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Felix  secluded  himself  with  Leidrad  in  Lyons.  The  re 
conversion  of  the  Prankish  Adoptians  now  made  great  strides, 
and  Felix  himself  had  to  exhort  his  congregation  to  abandon 
the  error  which  he  had  formerly  taught  them.  But  he  was  by 
no  means  thoroughly  convinced  at  heart,  as  is  shown  by  papers 
found,  after  the  death  of  the  unfortunate  Bishop,  by  Leidrad's 
successor,  Agobard.  Agobard  held  it  necessary  to  refute  the 
dead  Felix.  If  aggressive  Adoptianism  soon  expired  in  the 
Frankish  kingdom,  it  was  revived  by  the  daring  dialectic  of  the 
eleventh  and  twelfth  centuries  as  a  doctrine  of  the  schools,1  and 
it  afterwards  continued  during  all  centuries  of  the  Middle  Ages, 
though  without  rousing  more  than  a  theological  dispute.  Little 
is  known  of  how  the  "heresy"  gradually  died  out  in  Saracen 
Spain.  Even  in  the  time  of  Elipandus  it  did  not  escape  censure. 
It  still  had  power  to  attract  about  A.D.  850  ; 2  but  then  there  came 
times  when  it  was  necessarily  worth  more  to  Christian  Spaniards 
to  feel  that  they  were  in  agreement  with  the  whole  Church  than 
to  defend  the  legitimacy  of  a  distinctive  position. 

The  decisive  result  of  the  whole  controversy  was  that  the 
West  set  aside  its  own  earlier  Christological  system,  and — for 
the  sake  of  the  Lord's  Supper  and  the  imposing  tradition  of  the 
Greeks — thought  like  the  latter  within  the  sphere  of  dogma. 
Christ's  unity  was  maintained ;  but  this  unity  absorbed  his 
humanity,  and  removed  far  off  the  dread  incarnate  Son  of  God 
(dei  filius  incarnatus  tremendus).  Strict  dogmatic  only  per 
mitted  him  to  be  approached  in  the  Lord's  Supper.  But  that 
did  not  prevent  the  vision  of  the  lowly  Man  of  Sorrows  con 
tinuing,  still  secretly  at  first,  to  make  its  way  side  by  side  with 
dogmatic  theory,  that  vision  that  had  dawned  upon  Augustine, 
and  was  in  ever-increasing  vividness  to  form  the  strength  of 
piety  in  the  future. 

§   I.  (b).    The  Controversy  as  to  Predestination* 
The  revival  of  theological  science  in   the  ninth  century  led 

1  See  Bach,  II.,  p.  390  ff. 

2  See  the  letters  of  Alvar,  Bandissin,  I.e.  Bach  I.,  p.  146  ff. 

s  Sources,  collected  by  the  Jansenist   Maugin,  Veterum   aurt.  qui  IX.  saec.  de 
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to  a  thorough  study  of  Augustine.  But  the  theology  of 
Gregory  I.  had  already  accustomed  men  to  combine  the 
formulas  of  Augustinianism  with  the  Pelagianism  required  by 
the  system  of  the  cultus.  Hence  a  renewal  of  the  controversy 
would  hardly  have  taken  place  had  not  the  monk  Gottschalk 
of  Orbais  asserted  the  doctrine  of  predestination  with  as  much 
energy  as  Augustine  had  done  in  his  latest  writings,  and  had 
he  not  been  opposed  by  Hinkmar,  whom  his  jealous  colleagues 
would  gladly  have  charged  with  heresy.  It  was  not  his  use  of 
Augustinian  formulas  that  lifted  Gottschalk  out  of  the  mass  of 
theologians,  and  gave  a  startling  effect  to  his  confession.  It 
was  the  fact  that  the  doctrine  of  predestination  had  become  the 
strength  and  support  of  his  being  after  a  misspent  life.  Here 
again  it  is  palpable  that  words  are  not  everything,  that  they 
remain  a  tinkling  cymbal  as  long  as  they  are  not  the  expression 
of  experience.  Many  joined  and  followed  Gottschalk  in  speak 
ing  as  he  did  at  the  time ;  but  he  alone  was  persecuted  as  a 
heretical  teacher,  because  the  opposition  felt  that  he  alone  was 
dangerous  to  their  Church  system. 

Gottschalk's  teaching  regarding  predestination  was  not 
different,  either  in  matter  or  form,  from  that  of  Augustine, 
Fulgentius,  and  Isidore  j1  but  it  must  also  be  said  that  he  taught 
nothing  but  predestination.  With  the  devotion,  at  first  of 
resignation,  and  afterwards  of  fanaticism,  he  committed  himself 
to  the  hands  of  God  who  does  all  things  according  to  his  good 
pleasure,  and  does  nothing  without  having  determined  it  irre 
vocably  from  the  beginning.  Predestination  is  the  content  of 

pnedest.  et  gratia  scripserunt,  Paris  1650  ;  see  the  works  of  Carlovingian  theologians 
in  the  time  of  Charles  the  Bald,  Mansi,  T.  XIV.  and  XV.;  Gfiorer,  Gesch.  der  Karol. 
Vol.  I.,  and  K.-Gesch.,  Vol.  III.  2  ;  Diimmlei,  Gesch.  des  ostfriink.  Reichs,  Vol.  I. ; 
Hauck,  K.-Gesch.  Deutschlands,  Vol.  II.  :  Wiggers  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  d.  hist.  Theol. 
1859  ;  Weizsiicker  in  the  Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.  1859  ;  Hefcle,  Concil.-Gesch, 
IV2.,  p.  130  ff.  ;  Bach,  Op.  cit.  I.,  p.  219  ff;  Reuter  I.e.  I.,  p.  43  ff ;  Borrasch,  Der 
Monch  Gottschalk,  1868;  Monographs  on  Hinkmar  by  v.  Noorden  and  Schrors ; 
Freystedt,  Der  wissensch.  Kampf  im  Priidest.-Streit  des  gjahrh.  ;  also,  Der  synodale 
Kampf  im  Pradest.-Streit  des  9  Jahrh.  (Ztschr.  f.  wissensch.  Theol.  Vol.  36,  pp. 
315-368;  New  Series,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  447-478),  and  Studien  zu  Gottschalk  (Ztschr.  f.  K. 
Gesch.,  Vol  XVIII.,  p.  i  ff.). 

1  Gottschalk  is  especially  dependent  on  Fulgentius.  On  Isidore's  doctrine  of 
predestination,  see  Wiggers,  Ztschr.  f.  d.  hist.  Theol.  1855;  on  Bede's,  I.e.  1857. 
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the  Gospel,  is  the  object  of  faith.  It  is  the  truth — that  twofold 
predestination  to  life  and  death,  according  to  which  eternal 
life  is  decreed  for  the  good,  and  death  for  the  sinner,  in  which, 
therefore,  some  are  appointed  to  life,  and  the  rest  to  death. 
Nothing  is  to  be  set  aside  that  the  Church  elsewhere  teaches, 
or  that  it  does ;  but  it  is  a  revolt  from  the  Gospel  to  obscure  in 
the  hearts  of  men  the  certainty  of  this  eternal  unchangeable 
dispensation  of  divine  grace — for  justice  and  punishment  are 
also  good.  Until  his  death  Gottschalk  defended  inflexibly  this 
faith  of  his,  in  the  living  and  original  language  of  the  convinced 
advocate.1 

But  what  did  the  historical  Christ,  or  the  Christ  of  the  sacra- 
mentally  ordered  Church,  mean  here?  If  the  hidden  God  with 
his  hidden  will  was  a  comfort  to  Gottschalk,  then  that  comfort 
consisted  in  the  assurance  that  this  God  had  also  predestinated 
some  to  life,  and  the  assurance  flowed  from  the  economy  which 
culminated  in  Christ.  For  from  what  other  source  was  it 
known  that  eternal  predestination  also  embraced  the  pardon  of 
a  section  of  mankind  ?  The  assurance  of  the  individual  gained 
nothing  by  this  ;  but  among  the  opposition  also  no  one  would 
have  anything  to  do  with  certainty  of  salvation  ;  the  individual 
did  not  count  for  much  to  himself  or  others.  Individualism 
was  not  yet  developed.  Christ  accordingly  was  not  in  question. 
Even  the  resolute  defender  of  predestination  looked  to  him 
when  he  thought  of  election  to  life.  But  the  system  of  the 
Sacraments,  legal  demands  and  works,  which  constituted  the 
Church  itself,  tottered,  as  it  must  always  totter,  wherever 
religion  is  recalled  from  externality  to  the  inner  life.  This 
recall  was  accomplished  in  a  much  more  abstract  way  in  the 
present  instance  than  by  Augustine.  The  most  profound  of 
the  African's  expositions  on  liberating  grace  and  the  blessed 
necessity  of  goodness  (beata  necessitas  boni),  which  form  the 

i  On  Gottschalk's  life  till  the  outbreak  of  the  dispute,  see  Hefele,  I.e.  The 
Augustinian  spirit,  and  Augustine's  language  in  the  Confessio  prolixior  (Migne,  CXXL, 
p.  349) :  "Tui  profecto  sic  semper  indigent  omnes  electi  tui,  quo  videlicet  tibi  de  te 
solo  semper  valeant  placere.  Quemadmodum  palmites  indigent  vite,  quo  fructum 
queant  ferre,  vel  aer  aut  oculi  luce,  quo  vel  ille  lucidus  esse  vel  illi  possint  videre.  .  .  . 
te  igitur  supplex  invoco  .  .  .  ut  largiaris  indigentissimo  m\\\\  per  gratititczgratuz  tuce 
invictissimam  virtutem,  etc." 
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background  of  the  doctrine  of  predestination,  do  not  tell 
strongly  upon  Gottschalk.  Nor  had  the  Prankish  monk  been 
able  to  appropriate  the  Neoplatonic  speculation,  that  had  been 
toned  down  or  transferred  to  a  wholly  different  sphere  of  ideas 
by  Augustine's  teaching.  And,  again,  he  did  not  know  the 
dialectic  of  the  notion  of  time,  which  is  inseparable  from 
Augustine's  conception.  Yet  he  was  not  unfamiliar  with 
dialectics  ;  indeed,  if  we  may  trust  the  accounts  given  us,  he 
at  first  took  pleasure  in  the  problem  on  dialectical  grounds ;  but 
the  fire  he  played  with  afterwards  mastered  him.  The  subject 
matter  itself  became  precious  to  him.  It  corresponded  to  his 
own  mood,  ever  growing  gloomier,  and  he  championed  it  with 
the  zeal  of  the  missionary.  It  was  not  original  sin,  or  sin  that 
he  regarded  as  the  chief  subject,  but  the  unchangeableness  and 
wisdom  of  God.  He  was  a  theologian  in  the  narrowest  sense 
of  the  term. 

Gottschalk  was  first  opposed  by  Rabanus  in  his  letters  to 
Noting  and  Eberard — shortly  before  A.D.  848.'  He  was  accused 
of  teaching  that  right  faith  and  good  works  were  of  no  avail  to 
him  who  was  not  appointed  to  salvation,  and  that  God  forced 
men  to  sin  and  perdition  (invitum  hominem  facit  peccare).2 
Other  opponents  soon  arose,  and  it  was  declared  that  he  taught 
a  predestination  to  sin.  At  the  Council  of  Mainz  (848)  Rabanus 
got  him  condemned,3  and  handed  over,  by  command  of  King 
Lewis.to  Hinkmar  tovvhose  province  as  monk  he  belonged.4  Inhis 
letter  to  Hinkmar,  Rabanus  declares  a  predestination  as  regards 
wickedness  to  be  simply  erroneous,  and  he  is  able  to  tell  already 
of  people,  who,  seduced  by  Gottschalk,  gave  up  pious  practices 

1  See  Opp.  Raban.  in  Migne,  CXII.,  p.  1530  sq.,  Kunstmann,  Rabanus  Magnentius 
Maurus  1841. 

2  The  view  of  Rabanus  himself,  that  great,  pure,  truly  pious  and  unpolitical  prince 
of  the  Church,  was  Semi-Pelagian. 

3  Fragment  of  a  confession  of  Gottschalk  laid  before  the  Synod  in  Hinkmar,  De 
prsedest.  5,  Migne,  CXXV.,  p.  89  sq.  (Hefele,  p.  138)  :  "  gemina  praedestinatio  .   .   . 
similiter  omnino  omnes  reprobos,  qui  damnabuntur  propter  ipsorum  mala  merita,  in- 
commutabilis   deus   per    justum  judicium   suum   incommutabiliter  proedestinavit  ad 
mortem  merito  sempiternam." 

4  AHgne,  CXII.,  p.  1574. 
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because,  forsooth,  they  were  wholly  useless.1  Hinkmar  got  the 
judgment  against  the  "miserable  monk"  repeated  at  an  imperial 
synodal  diet  at  Chiersey  (849).  He  was  deposed  from  his  office, 
scourged,  and  rendered  harmless  in  prison.2  Neither  Rabanus 
nor  Hinkmar  seems  at  first  to  have  formed  as  yet  any  idea  of 
the  difficulty  of  the  whole  question — caused  by  the  authority  of 
Augustine  and  other  Fathers.  Hinkmar  contented  himself  with 
referring  God's  prescience  to  good  or  evil,  but  predestination  to 
goodness  alone.3  But  the  position  of  the  case  soon  changed. 
Gottschalk  composed  two  confessions,  in  which  he  stated  his 
teaching,  supporting  it  from  Scripture  and  the  Fathers,4  and  he 
also  wrote  essays  in  which  he  emphasised  the  particularism  of 
Christ's  saving  work,5  subordinating  the  latter  strictly  to  the 
premundane  decree  of  God.  He  also,  in  a  letter  to  Amolo,  gave 

1  Op.  cit. 

2  Hincm.  De  przedest.  2;  Migne,  CXXV.,  p.  85  ;  cf.  Migne,  CXXI,  p.  1027. 

s  Hinkmar's  large  works  on  the  question  in  dispute  were  not  written  till  several  years 
later;  (yet  see  the  writing  Ad  reclusos  el.  simplices,  A.U.  849-50;  Gundlach  in  the 
Ztschr.  fur  K.-Gesch.,  Vol.  X.,  p.  258  ff.;  Freystedt,  I.e.  p.  320  ff.,  3580".).  The  first 
in  three  books  (856  and  857)  was  so  extensive,  that  it  was  not  transciibed,  and  so  has 
perished  (see  Schrors,  p.  1361. ).  The  second,  De  prredestinatione  dei  et  libero  arbitrio, 
was  also  prolix  enough  and  very  meaningless  (written  859  to  860,  Schrors,  p.  141  ff.). 
In  the  introduction  to  this  work,  the  history  of  the  sect  of  predestinationists,  which  is 
said  to  have  risen  even  in  St.  Augustine's  lifetime,  is  described  in  a  very  unhistorical 
fashion.  The  sect  has  now  revived,  and  its  newer  members  adheie  to  Fulgentius,  who 
never  enjoyed  a  lofty  prestige  in  the  Church  (c.  3,  8,  13).  Hinkmar's  main  proposition 
is  that  predestination  to  punishment  embraces  compulsion  to  commit  sin.  "  Prtescivit 
deus  hominem  ad  pcenam."  Accordingly  there  is  only  a  predestination  of,  not  to, 
punishment. 

4  Migne, CXXI.,  pp.  347-349:  "Confiteor,  deum  omnipotentem  et  incommutabilem 
prasscisse  et  praxlestinasse  angelos  sanctos  et  homines  electos  ad  vitam  gratis  ivternam, 
et  ipsum  diabolum  .  .  .  cum  ipsis  quoque  hominibus  reprobis  .   .   .   propter  prrescita 
cerlissime  ipsorum  propria  futura  mala  merita  pra:destinasse  pariter  per  justissimum 
judicium  suum  in  mortem  merito  sempiternam. "     "  Credo  siquidem  atque  confiteor 
prscscisse  teante  soecula  qurecunque  erant  futuia,  sive  bona  sive  mala,  pnedestinasse  vero 
tantummodo  bona.     Bona  autem  a  te  prrcdestinata  bifariam  sunt  tuis  a  fidelibus  in- 
dagata  .   .   .   i.e.    in  gratia;  beneficia  et   justitioe   simul  judicia  .   .   .    Frustra    eleciis 
pntdestinasses  vitam,  nisi  et  illos  pru;destinasses  ad  ipsam.      Sic  etiam  .   .   .   omnibus 
quoque  rt-probis  hominibus  perennem  merito  proxlestinasti  poenam,  et  eosdem  similitcr 
praxlestinasti  ad  earn,  quia  nimirum  sine  causa  et  ip>is  pradestinasses  moitis  perpetua.' 
p(tnam,  nisi  et  ipsos  prredestinasses  ad  earn  :  non  enim  irent,  nisi  destinati,  neque 
profecto  destinarentur,  nisi  essent  proedestinati."     From  Gottschalk's  standpoint  both 
confessions  are  conciliatory. 

5  Gottschalk  frequently  maintained  that  Christ  did  not  die  for  the  refrobi,  though 
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expression  to  the  particularly  objectionable  principle  "  that 
baptism  and  the  other  sacraments  were  given  in  vain  to  those 
who  perished  after  receiving  them  ;  "  for  "  those  of  the  number 
of  the  faithful  who  perish  were  never  incorporated  in  Christ  and 
the  Church."  '  But  it  was  perceived  in  the  more  cultured  South, 
apart  from  Mainz  and  Rheims,  that  it  was  not  Gottschalk  but 
his  opponents  who  diverged  from  Augustine's  teaching.  The 
best  theologians  ranged  themselves  on  the  side  of  the  Confessor 
e.g.,  Prudentius  of  Troyes,  Ratramnus  of  Corbie,  then  also  the 
learned  and  acute  Lupus  of  Ferrieres,2  the  priest  Servatus 
Lupus  and  Remigius  of  Lyons,  for  the  most  part  disciples  of 
Alcuin.3 

There  now  began  a  lively  theological  controversy  (849-50), 
which  was  not,  however,  violent  enough  to  involve  the  rest  of  the 
Church  and  the  Pope,  and  which  was  unspeakably  unsatisfactory, 
because  staunch  Augustinians  neither  could  nor  would  abandon 
the  ruling  ecclesiastical  system,  and  had  therefore  to  seek  for  com 
promises  where  Gottschalk's  results  endangered  it,  and  because 
the  Prankish  Semi-Pelagians  soon  saw  that  they  would  have  to 
approximate  their  phraseology  to  Augustinianism.  Among  the 
writings  in  defence  of  Gottschalk  there  were  accordingly  many 
shades  of  opinion,  but  so  were  there  also  on  the  other  side.4 
Florus  Magister,  e.g.,  advocated  the  twofold  (gemina)  prede 
stination,  but  yet  opposed  Gottschalk,  since  he  rejected  the 
thought  of  the  irresistibleness  of  grace.5  Amolo  of  Lyons 
treated  him  in  a  friendly  spirit ;  but  no  one  else  showed 
so  emphatically  that  Gottschalk's  teaching  did  away  with  the 
historical  redemption,  the  fruits  of  Christ's  death,  and  sacra- 

he  taught  a  certain  general  redemption  of  all  the  baptised  ;  see  Ilincm.  De  prred. 
29,  34,  35  5  Migne,  CXXV.,  p.  289  sq.,  349  sq.,  369  sq. 

1  Hefele,  p.  169  :  "  baptistum  et  alia  sacramenta  frustatorie  eis  dari,  qui  post  eorum 
perceptionem  pereunt ;  "  for  "qui  ex  numero  fidclium  pereunt,  Christo  et  ecclesice 
nunquam  fuerunt  incorporate  " 

-  See  Freystedt,  I.e.,  p.  329  ff. 

3  Bach  (L,  p.  232  ff. )  has  analysed  and  discussed  the  various  writings  of  these  men. 

4  Men  at  that  time  disputed  about  predestination,  just  as  "  positive  "  theologians 
to-day  quarrel  among  themselves  about  the  right  of  historical  criticism.      Some  defend 
this  right,  others  would  restrict  or  abolish  it ;  but  even  the  former  don't  really  believe 
in  it,  since  they  take  care  not  to  carry  out  its  conclusions. 

5  Each,  I.,  p.  240. 
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mental  grace.*  The  only  one  who  took  up  a  consistent  stand 
point,  and  from  it  opposed  the  monk,  was  John  Scotus.  His 
teaching  did  not  rest  on  Augustine's  doctrine  of  predestination 
but  on  the  Neoplatonic  and  Augustinian  ontology,  which 
he  developed  boldly.  According  to  this,  evil  and  death  were 
nothing.  Unchangeable  being  had  only  one  unchangeable 
will,  namely  itself,  and  it  evolved  itself  alone.  Everything  else 
consisted  in  negation,  was  nothing  actual,  and  bore  this  very 
not-being  in  itself  as  a  punishment.  Applying  this  to  the  ques 
tion  of  predestination,  it  followed  that  those  were  right  who 
would  only  admit  one  predestination.2  But  friend  and  foe  felt, 
without  seeing  through  the  pantheism  of  Scotus,  that  this  was  a 
case  of  casting  out  the  devil  by  the  aid  of  Beelzebub  ("com- 
mentum  diaboli ").  There  was  only  one  way  out  of  the 
difficulty  besides  that  given  by  Scotus.  This  was  to  give  up 
altogether  putting  the  question  in  the  form  of  the  predestination 
problem,  to  hold  to  the  historical  Christ,  and  to  do  justice  to 
Augustine's  doctrine  of  grace  by  reducing  the  Church  system 
to  the  experience  of  the  new  birth  and  faith.  But  no  one  dis 
covered  this  expedient^  and  so  the  whole  controversy  neces 
sarily  became  a  maze  of  insincerity,  partly  objective,  partly 
conscious.  Augustine's  authority,  however,  was  so  power 
ful  that  the  result,  if  we  may  speak  of  such  a  thing,  came 
nearer  Gottschalk's  teaching  in  words  than  to  the  original  utter 
ances  of  Rabanus  and  his  comrades  (of  whom  Pardulus  also 
was  one).  The  latter  sought  to  carry  their  distinction  between 
prescience  and  predestination  (as  regards  evil  and  punishment), 
and  would  therefore  have  nothing  said  of  persons  being  predes 
tined  to  punishment.  When  God  foresaw  evil,  he  predestined 
punishment  for  those  who  should  not  deserve  to  be  redeemed 
by  grace  ;  room,  accordingly,  is  left  indirectly  to  free-will,  al 
though,  so  far  as  words  go,  the  saved  are  saved  solely  in  virtue 
of  election.  The  artificial  distinction  here  made  (predestination 

1  Bach,  I.,  p.  241  ft. 

2  De  divina  praedest.   Migne,   CXXII.,  p.  355  sq.     The  Synods  at  Valencia  and 
Langres  (859)  condemned  the  woi  k,  after  Prudentius  and  Florus  Magistei  had  written 
again>t  it. 

3  Amolo  came  nearest  it. 
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of  life  and  of  the  good,  prescience  of  the  wicked,  predestination 
of  punishment)  is  apparently  defensible,  even  on  an  Augustinian 
basis,  since  Hinkmar  now  spoke  of  a  complete  loss  of  freedom 
through  Adam's  Fall.  But  the  distinction  was  in  truth  meant 
to  open  a  door  for  the  entrance  of  Semi-Pelagianism.  This 
doctrine  was  adopted  at  a  new  Synod  of  Chicrsey  (853)  under 
Hinkmar's  leadership.1 

But  what  took  place  here  was  not  authoritative  in  the  Arch 
bishopric  of  Sens2  and  the  Empire  of  Lothar.  Remigius  of 
Lyons  sharply  attacked  the  four  chapters  of  Chiersey  as  running 
counter  to  Scripture  and  the  Fathers.3  At  the  great  Synod 
held  at  Valencia  of  the  provinces  of  Lyons,  Vienne  and  Aries 
(855),  canons  were  adopted  which  adhered  much  more  closely 
to  Augustine,  and  contained  the  teaching  of  Remigius.  Dislike 
to  the  powerful  Hinkmar  also  played  a  part  in  their  composi 
tion.  The  Synod  rejected  the  four  chapters  :  they  had  been 

1  The  four  chapters  of  Chiersey  yielded  more  to  Augustinianism  than  was  consistent 
with  truthfulness  :   I.  "  Deus  hominem  sine  peccato  rectum  cum  libero  arbitrio  con- 
didit  et  in  paradiso  posuit,  quern  in    sanctitate   justita    permanere    voluit.      Homo 
libero  arbitrio  male  utens  peccavit  et  cecidit,  et  factus  est  massa  perditionis  totius 
humani  generis.     Deus  autem  bonus  et  Justus    elegit  ex  eadem    massa    perditionis 
secundum  prxscientiam  suam,  quos  per  graliam  prajdestinavit  ad  vitam,  et  vitam  illis 
prsedestinavit  Eeternam.      Ceteros  autem,  quos  justifies  judicio  in  massa  perditionis 
reliquit,  perituros  prcescivit,  sed  non  ut  perirent  prredestinavit,  pcenam  autem  illis, 
quia  Justus  est,  praedestinavit  seternam.     Ac  per   hoc   ttnam  dei  pnedestinationem 
tantummodo   dicimus,    qua;   aut    ad    donum    pertinet   gratia;,    aut   ad    retributionem 
justiticc."     II.  "  Libertatem  aibitrii  in  primo  \\om\\\eperdidinius,  quam  per  Christum 
dominum  nostrum  recepimus.     Et  habemus  liberum  arbitrium  ad  bonum,  pneventum 
et    adjutum    gratia.     Et  habemus   liberum   arbitrium   ad   malum,    desertum   gratia. 
Liberum    autem    habemus    arbitrium    quia    gratia    liberatum    et    gratia,  de  corrupto 
sanatum."      III.  "Deus  omnes  homines  sine  exceptione  vult  salvos  fieri,  licet  non 
omnes  salventur.     Quod  autem  quid  em  salvantur,  salvantis  est  donum  ;  quod  autem 
quidein    pereunt,   pereuntium    est   meritum."     The   fourth   chapter  says  that   Christ 
adopted  the  nature  of  each  man,  and  accordingly  died  for  each,  though  all  are  not  re 
deemed.     The  cause  of  this  fact  is  that  those  not  redeemed  are  infideles  or  are  defi 
cient  in   the  faith  that  works  by  love;  "  poculum  humanse  salutis,  quod  confectum 
est  infirmitate  nostra  et  virtute  divina,  habet  quidein  in  se,  ut  omnibus  prosit,  sed  si 
non  bibitur  non  medetur."     Mansi,  XIV.,  p.  919. 

2  See  on  Prudentius  and  the  Synod  of  Sens,  Hefele,  p.  188  f.     The  four  chapters 
of  this  Synod,  which  teach  \h&  gemina  pnedestinatio,  are  by  Prudentius:  see  Migne, 
CXXV.,  p.  64. 

3  Migne,  CXXI.,  p.  1083  :     "  Libellus  de  tenenda  immobiliter  scriptura;  veritate" 
as  an  official  paper  of  the  Church  of  Lyons. 
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entered  on  with  too  little  prudence  ("  minus  prospecte  sus- 
cepta.")  It  taught  the  double  predestination,  applied  the  latter 
to  persons  also,  and  maintained  that  Christ  shed  his  blood  for 
believers.  The  question  whether  God  willed  to  save  all  men 
was  carefully  evaded.  If  the  Synod  disowned  a  predestination 
to  sin,  it  did  not  thereby  abandon  strictly  Augustinian  ground. 
On  the  contrary,  the  contention  that  condemnation  was  based 
on  prescience,  and  that  in  the  Church's  Sacraments  "  nothing 
was  futile  or  delusive "  (nihil  sit  cassum,  nihil  ludificatorium) 
shows  the  anxiety  felt  not  to  give  up  what  was  held  valid  by 
the  Church.1  If  we  compare  the  resolutions  of  the  two  Synods 
word  for  word,  the  differences  are  extremely  subtle,  and  yet  the 
little  addition  (plus)  of  the  alien  co-efficient  attached  to  Augus- 
tinianism  in  the  Chiersey  decrees  is  highly  significant. 
Rabanus,  Hinkmar,  and  Charles's  Synod  take  their  stand  on 
ecclesiastical  empiricism,  and  try,  because  they  must,  to  come 
to  terms  with  Augustinianism,  therein  yielding  more  than  can 
have  been  agreeable  to  them.  Remigius,  Prudentius,  and 
Lothar's  Synod  take  their  stand  on  Augustinianism,  and  yet 
would  not  give  up  this  ecclesiastical  empiricism.  But  in  neither 
case  did  anyone  permit  the  suggestion  of  a  doubt  as  to  whether 
this  empiricism  and  Augustinianism  were  compatible. 

Political  affairs  prevented  the  threatened  breach  from  being 
consummated.  The  matter  was  taken  up  again  in  the  reign  of 
King  Charles,  Lothar's  son.  A  few  slight  modifications  of  the 
chapters  of  Valencia  were  decided  on  at  Langres  (859)  in  order 
to  enable  Charles  the  Bald,  who  had  subscribed  those  of 
Chiersey,  to  approve  of  them.2  The  great  Synod  of  Savonieres 
(859),  at  which  there  were  present  bishops  from  three  kingdoms, 
as  well  as  the  sovereigns  themselves,  Charles  the  Bald,  Charles 
of  Provence,  and  Lothar  of  Lothringen,  adopted  the  modified 
chapters  of  Valencia,  and  also,  as  it  appears,  those  passed  at 
Chiersey ;  the  members  did  not  condemn  one  another  on 
account  of  disbelief  or  belief  in  twofold  predestination  (gemina 
predestinatio),  and  this  meant  the  greatest  advance  towards 

1  It  is  superfluous  to  give  the  canons  here — they  are  very  prolix  ;  see  Mansi,  XV. , 
p.  3  ;  Hefele,  IV.,  p.  193  ff.  ;  Schrois,  p.  133  ff. 

2  Mansi,  XV.,  p.  537  ;  Hefele,  p.  205. 
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peace.1      Hinkmar,  indeed,  did  not  doubt  that  there  had  been 
and  was  a    predestinationist  heresy,  which  it  was  necessary  to 
oppose,     and     whose     adherents      appealed     unjustifiably     to 
Augustine.     He    composed  at   the   time   his    prolix  work,    De 
praedestinatione    (against    Remigius    and    others),    under    the 
auspices  of  his  theological  king.     But  the  kings'  need  of  peace 
was  stronger  than  the  zeal  of  bishops  fighting  in  the  dark.     At 
the  great  Synod  of  the  three  realms  at  Toucy  (860),  the  case 
postponed  at  Savonieres  was  brought  to  an  end  in  a  comprehen 
sive  synodal  edict,  which  dealt  indefinitely  with  the  real  kernel 
of  the    question,    and    was    destitute    of    meaning    and    badly 
arranged.     Controversial  points  were  left  alone,  and  those  were 
confessed  on  which  all  were  agreed.     Hinkmar  composed  this 
document.     Besides  predestination  to  life,  which  was  set  forth 
in  good  Augustinian  language,  it  was  declared  that  God  willed 
to   save  all,  that  Christ   died   for  all,  and  that   while   free-will 
required  to  be  redeemed  and  healed  after  the  Fall,  it  had  never 
been  wholly  lost. 2     If  the  worth  of  a  confession  depends  on  its 
really    expressing    the    existing    belief,    then    the    triumph    of 
Hinkmar's  formula  was  really  more  valuable  than  would  have 
been    that  of  the   contrary   doctrine.     The    avowal   of  twofold 
predestination,  in  itself  even  more  the  expression  of  a  theological 
speculation  than  of  Christian  faith  in   God  the   Father,  would 
have   meant  less  than    nothing   coupled   with   the  retention   of 
ecclesiastical  empiricism.     Of  course  the  formula  of  Hinkmar, 
which  no  artifice  could  reconcile  with  that  of  Orange,  did   not 
mean  much  either  ;  for,  in  spite  of  words,  Augustine  remained 
deposed.     Gregory  I.'s  system  of  doctrine  held  the  field.     Men 
thought  of  the  sacramental  Christ,  as  they  rejected,  along  with 
Adoptianism,  the  Augustinian  Christology,  and  it  was  still  this 
Christ  and  the  good  works  of  believers  to  which  they  looked, 
when,  along  with  twofold  predestination,  they  in  fact  set  aside 
Augustine's  doctrine  of  grace. 

Gottschalk  died  in  prison, irreconcilable  and  unreconciled  (869), 
clinging  to  the  predestinatio  ad  mortem,  which  he  understood  in 

1  Mansi,  XV.,  p.  529;  Hefele,  p.  206. 

2  The  prolix  Ep.  synodalis  in  Mansi,  XV.,  p.  563  ;   Hefele,  p.  217  ff.     Pncdestin 
atio  ad  tnortem  is  not  mentioned. 
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so  "  erroneous  a  sense  "  that  he  did  not  abandon  it  as  Remigius 
seems  to  have  done.  He  had  prophesied  in  vain  the  unmasking 
and  fall  of  his  mortal  enemy  Hinkmar  as  Antichrist,  that  great 
exemplar  of  predestination  to  death. I 


S  2.    The  Controversy  regarding  the  Filioque  and  Pictures. 

By  the  position  it  had  taken  up  in  the  Adoptianist  as  well  as 
in  the  predestination  controversy,  the  Church  of  the  Prankish 
kingdom  identified  itself,  abandoning  tendencies  to  higher 
characteristics  of  its  own,2  with  the  popular  Church  ideas  as 
represented  by  Constantinople  and  Rome.  The  theology  it  had 
inherited  from  Augustine  was  transformed  into  an  ecclesiastical 
system  such  as  had  long  prevailed  in  those  chief  Churches. 
But  the  West  at  that  time  still  held  tenaciously  to  its  own 
characteristic  position  as  compared  with  the  East  in  two 
doctrines  ;  it  supported  the  filioque  and  rejected  images.  Both 
these  subjects  have  been  already  discussed  in  Vol.  IV.,  pp.  133, 
317,  therefore  only  a  little  falls  to  be  added. 

Even  if  we  had  not  known  it  already,  we  see  very  clearly  in 
the  controversy  regarding  the  filioque  clause  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity  and  Christology  constituted  dogma  and  the  legal 
basis  of  the  Church  /car  eo>/"  even  for  the  West  —  see  the 


1  The  ill-usage  he  had  suffered  seems  to  have  rendered  Gottschalk  at  times  irre 
sponsible  for  his  actions  in  the  last  years  of  his  life.     His  dispute  with  Hinkmar  about 
the  phrase  "  trina  deitas  "  is  noteworthy.     The  latter  would  not  permit  it  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  Arian  ;  Gottschalk  and  Ratramnus  defended  it  by  accusing  Hinkmar  of 
Sabellianism.      Both  phrases  "  una  deitas''  and  "  trina  deitas"  can  be  defended  from  the 
Augustinian  standpoint  ;  see  Hinkmar's  writing,  De  una  et  non  trina  deitate  (Migne, 
CXXV.,  p.  473  ;  Schrors,  Hinkmar,  p.  150  ff.  ),  in  which  Boethius'  notion  of  person 
ality   ("  rationabilis  naturae  individua  subsistentia  ")   plays  a  part.     The  number  of 
theological  problems  discussed  at  the  date  of  this  renaissance  of  theology  was  very 
great  ;  see  Schrors,  Hinkmar,  p.  88  ff.     But  the  questions  were  almost  all  exceedingly 
minute  and  subtle,  like  those  suggested  by  clever  children.     Nor  was  the  culture  of 
the  period  possessed  of  the  scholastic  technique  required  for  their  treatment. 

2  Of  course  only  tendencies  —  the  confusion  that  still  prevailed  at  the  close  of  the 
eighth  century  as  regards  Augustinianism  is  best  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  Symbol 
admitted  into  the  Libri  Carolini  (symbolum  Hieronymi,  sermo  Augustini)  was  Pelagius' 
Confession  of  Faith  ad  Innoceiitium.     But  it  was  also,  as  late  as  A.D.  1521,  produced 
by  the  Sorbonne  against  Luther  as  Augustine's  confession. 
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Athanasian  Creed.1  The  filioque,  which  originated  in  Augus- 
tinian  theology,  came  to  the  Prankish  kingdom  from  Spain,  but 
we  know  nothing  more  precisely  as  to  how  it  did.  It  was  held 
to  be  certain  that  it  belonged  to  the  Symbol,  and  this  conviction 

1 1  have  dealt  with  the  origin  and  authority  of  the  Athanasian  Symbol  in  Vol.  IV., 
p.  134.  Since  then  Loofs  (K.  Encykl.,  Vol.  II.3,  pp.  177-194)  has  published  an  in 
vestigation  regarding  it,  distinguished  by  a  comprehensive  knowledge  of  sources  and 
literature.  We  are  agreed  as  to  the  following  points.  (l)  The  Symbol,  whether  we 
may  think  it  to  have  risen  out  of  two  originally  independent  documents  or  not,  belongs 
to  Roman  Southern  Gaul.  (2)  Its  first,  longer,  Trinitarian  half,  as  well  as  the  second, 
shorter,  Christological  portion  belongs  to  the  period  c.  450  — (at  latest)  600.  In  the 
pre-Carlovingian  age  the  Symbol  had  only  a  partial  authority — the  Canon  of  Autun 
proves  that  it  was  accepted  there  c.  670.  Not  till  the  Carlovingian  period  was  the 
way  prepared  for  its  universal  acceptance.  Thus  only  two  important  points  are  in 
dispute,  (i)  Did  the  Symbol  originate  in  a  senno  de  symbolo,  or  was  it  directly 
conceived  as  a  formulary  of  the  faith  ?  (2)  Does  it  consist  of  two  portions  originally 
independent,  or  was  it  framed  from  the  first  in  its  present  extent  ?  I  may  here  leave 
the  first  question  alone.  As  regards  the  second,  I  had  supported  the  original  inde 
pendence  of  the  Trinitarian  first  half,  and  supposed  that  the  Christological  section 
was  only  added  a  considerable  time  later,  perhaps  not  till  the  Carlovingian  epoch. 
Loofs  (p.  185  ff.)  has  convinced  me,  by  his  evidence  as  to  the  Cod.  Paris,  3836,  that 
this  date  has  been  put  too  late.  But  I  never  based  my  opinion  of  an  original  inde 
pendence  of  the  two  parts  on  this  external  testimony  invalidated  by  Loofs,  but  on  the 
internal  matter  of  the  Symbol.  The  latter  Loofs  has  practically  left  alone.  The 
following  facts  fall  to  be  considered,  (i)  In  the  opening  of  the  Symbol,  §§  1-3,  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  is  alone  announced  as  "  catholica  fides"  (compare  the  edict 
of  Theodosius  I.  of  A.D.  380) ;  there  is  nothing  to  suggest  that  the  author  means  also 
to  deal  with  Cliristology.  (2)  In  §  26  we  find,  consistently  with  this,  the  solemn  con 
clusion  reverting  to  the  beginning;  "  Qui  vult  ergo  salvus  esse,  ita  de  trinitaie 
sentiat."  This  whole  first  half  is  accordingly  a  rule  of  faith  complete  in  itself  and 
entire,  elaborated  by  the  aid  of  Augustine  and  Vincentius,  and  anti-Arian.  Nothing 
essential  is  to  be  found  in  it  which  could  not  have  been  written  by  Augustine,  if  of 
course  the  sentences  may  have  been  only  gradually  polished  afterwards.  (3)  The 
following  section,  not  hitherto  introduced,  is,  indeed,  bracketed  with  the  preceding 
one  by  §§  27  and  48  ;  but  these  brackets  testify  plainly  enough  that  an  original  organic 
unity  is  not  to  be  supposed.  For  (a)  §  40  is  a  replica  of  §  26,  yet  (b)  the  language  is 
somewhat  different  (in  the  second  section  we  have  "  fideliter  credere,"  "  fides  recta, 
ut  credamus  et  confiteamur,"  "  fideliter  et  firmiterque  credere  "  ;  in  the  first  section  : 
"  catholicam  fidem  tenere,"  or  "  integram  inviolatamque  fidem  servare  ").  (4)  Look 
ing  to  the  contents,  the  Christological  section,  §§  28-39,  shows,  first,  the  Antinestorian 
(32)  and  Antimonophysite  attitude  (34,  35)  completely  balanced  ;  secondly,  the 
Gallican  rescension  of  the  Apostle's  Creed  ("  passus,"  "  descenditad  inferos,"  "  sedet 
ad  dexteram  del  patris  omnipotentis — these  could  only  be  attributed  to  Spain)  ; 
thirdly,  the  influence  of  the  Nicene  Constantinopolitan  Creed  ("passus  est/w  nostra 
sahite"),  so  that  we  can  hardly  ascend  beyond  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  century  for 
this  part.  (5)  Weight  is  to  be  given  to  the  fact  that  the  author,  who  has  adhered 
strictly  in  §§  36,  37  to  the  curt  form  of  the  Symbol,  has  considered  it  necessary  in 
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was  already  expressed  at  the  Synod  of  Gentilly  (767)  z  Charles's 
learned  theologians  confirmed  it,  as  is  proved  by  Alcuin's  work 
De  processione  spiritus  sancti,  and  the  Libri  Carolini.  2  Official 
action  was  provoked  by  Western  monks  having  had  to  submit 
to  grave  injustice  in  Jerusalem,  because  in  the  Liturgy  they 
added,  "  sicut  erat  in  principio"  to  the  "Gloria  patri,"  and  "  tu 
solus  altissimus"  to  the  "  Gloria  in  excelsis,"  and  in  the  Symbol 
"  filioquc  "  to  "  a  patre."  They  complained  to  the  Pope,  who 
turned  to  the  Emperor.  The  latter  commissioned  Theodulf  of 
Orleans  to  compose  a  work,  "  De  spiritu  sancto,"  and  got  it 
decreed  at  the  Synod  of  Aachen  (809)  that  the  filioque  be 
longed  to  the  Symbol.  3  The  Pope,  however,  who  had  to 
approve  of  this  decision,  still  took  the  East  into  consideration, 
and  did  not  permit  the  admission  of  the  word,  though  he 
assented  to  the  doctrine.  Even  the  remonstrance  of  the  Franks 
that  the  filioque  was  necessary  to  salvation  did  not  move  him.4 
The  matter  continued  thus  till  the  great  controversy  under 
Photius,  until  the  filioque  became  the  Symbolic  watchword  in 
the  whole  of  the  West. 5  The  most  worthless  formula  of 

§§  38,  39  to  make  a  wordy  addition,  that  at  Christ's  coming  all  men  "  reddituii  sunt  de 
factis  propriis  rationem,  et  qui  bona  egerunt  ibunt  in  vitam  reternam,  qui  vero  mala  in 
ignem  ivternum."  Is  this  addition  not  to  be  understood  as  in  the  interests  of  Semi- 
Pelagianism  ?  The  two  portions  may  have  been  combined  as  early  as  the  sixth  century. 
If  we  could  date  the  Sermo  Trevir.  we  would  know  more  accurately  about  this. 
iSee  Hefele,  III.,  p.  432. 

2  Hefele,  III.,  p.  704  ;  see  Libr.  Carol.  III.  3  (Migne,  Vol.  98),  where  Tarasius  is 
blamed  for  teaching  that  the  Holy  Spirit  proceeds  ex  patre  per filiitm  instead  of  ex 
filio. 

3  Hefele,  HI.,  750-755. 

*  See  Mansi,  XIV.,  p.  18  sq.  It  is  very  important  that  the  Pope  objected  to  the 
last-mentioned  argument  of  the  Franks,  saying  that  other  things  were  also  necessary 
for  salvation,  and  were  yet  not  received  into  the  Symbol,  since  it  could  admit  of  no 
change  at  all.  This  meant  (as  opposed  to  the  Eastern  view)  that  the  Symbol  did  not 
embrace  everything  that  belonged  to  salvation.  The  Pope  says  (p.  20)  :  "  Verumtamen, 
quaeso,  responde  mihi  :  num  universa  hujusinodi  fidei  mystica  sacramenta,  quae  symbolo 
non  continentur,  sine  quibus  quisque,  qui  ad  hoc  pertingere  potest,  catholicus  esse 
non  potest,  symbolis  inserenda  et  propter  compendium  minus  intellegentium,  ut 
cuique  libuerit,  addenda  sunt  ?  "  The  Pope,  besides,  asserted,  in  a  very  remarkable 
way,  in  the  interview  with  the  Frankish  missi,  he  thought  that  all  stages  of  culture 
could  not  take  up  the  same  attitude  to  dogma,  hat  accordingly  what  was  important 
to  some  was  not  to  others. 

5  The  papal  legates  in  Constantinople  (A.D.  SSo)  still  subscribed  the  Symbol  without 
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Augustinianism,    once     recommended    by    its    opposition    to 
Arianism,  was  thus  preserved  in  the  West. 

If  in  this  controversy  between  the  West  and  East  the  former 
at  first  received  only  a  lukewarm  support  from  Rome,  which 
was  still  half  Byzantine,  the  Pope  ranged  himself  entirely  on 
the  side  of  the  pious  Eastern  theologians  in  the  Oriental  contro 
versy  about  images,  and  therewith  his  relations  became  strained 
with  PVankish  theology  or  the  efforts  made  by  Charles  I.  to 
promote  civilisation.  The  attitude  of  that  theology  in  the  great 
conflict  is  extremely  characteristic  of  the  transition  time  in 
which  it  found  itself.  The  spiritual  (inner)  element  introduced 
into  it  by  Augustine  no  longer  reacted  in  Christology,  and  in  the 
conception  of  the  Mass,  against  mystical  superstition  and  magic 
sacramentalism.  It  had  been  swallowed  up  by  the  more 
powerful  Byzantine  Roman  current.  But  the  Franks  could  not 
yet  force  themselves  to  adopt  the  Oriental  ^vorskip  of  images.  l 
A  halt  was  made  at  the  Host.  A  spiritual,  Augustinian  element 
reacted  against  image-worship,  but,  paradoxical  as  it  sounds, 
the  lower  state  of  dogmatic  culture  had  also  its  effect  here.  It 
would  indeed  seem,  on  a  superficial  view,  that  he  who  rejects  the 
veneration  of  images  is  always  the  more  cultured.  But  that 
only  holds  in  circumstances  that  did  not  then  exist.  Where 
men  had  once  entered,  as  was  the  case  in  the  Prankish  kingdom, 
the  magic  circle  of  the  Byzantine  mysticism  that  enveloped 
Christ  and  the  cultus,  it  was  simply  the  sign  of  a  religious  faith 
not  yet  fully  developed  on  this  basis  to  halt  at  the  Host,  and  to 
disdain  the  riches  offered  by  images  to  theological  thought  and 
pious  fancy.  The  East  and  Rome  made  their  Christology  living 
for  themselves  in  pictures,  and  so  saw  the  past  mystery  in  the 
abiding  present.  How  could  a  faith  dispense  with  them  that  al 
ready  aimed  at  the  sensuous  enjoyment  of  heavenly  things  and 
revelled  in  the  worship  of  relics  ?  But  dogmatic  culture  was 
still  backward  in  the  West,  the  theosophy  of  images  had  not  yet 

filioque.  On  John  VIII.,  see  Hefele  IV.,  p.  482.  The  Prankish  kingdom  took 
the  liveliest  interest  in  the  controversy  in  that  period  ;  but  the  grounds  on  which  it 
rested  its  own  view  were  always  the  same.  It  is  not  known  how  and  when  the 
"  filioque"  was  admitted  in  Rome  into  the  Symbol;  and  we  know  just  as  little  about 
how  and  when  Rome  accepted  the  Gallican  Apostles'  Creed  and  the  Athanasian. 
1  This  is  true  of  the  cultured,  and  at  that  time  governing,  portion  of  the  clergy. 
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been  learnt,  and — what  was  most  important — but  few  pictures 
were  possessed. 

It  has  been  maintained,1  but  it  is  not  absolutely  certain,  that 
the  Synod  of  Gentilly  (767)  emitted  a  declaration  as  to  image- 
worship  satisfactory  to  the  Pope.  The  Synod  of  Frankfort  (794) 
unanimously  condemned  the  decision  of  the  seventh  CEcumeni- 
cal  Council,  which  required  "  service  and  adoration  "  (servitium, 
adoratio)  to  be  rendered  to  images.  The  decisions  of  the 
Council  were  undoubtedly  extant  only  in  a  very  bad  translation.2 
"  Certain  chapters  "  had  been  previously  sent  to  Rome  against 
the  worship  of  images,  these  being  an  extract  (85  ch.)  from  the 
Libri  Carolini,  which  Alcuin  had  composed  shortly  before,  at  the 
Emperor's  command,  in  conjunction  with  other  theological 
Court  officials  ;  they  were  written  against  the  Oriental  Councils 
of  754  and  787.3  In  these  iconoclasm,  but  still  more  strongly 
image-worship,  are  forbidden  as  foolish  and  mischievous.  It  was 
right  to  have  pictures  for  decoration  and  recollection,  but  not  to 
adore  them  (Gregory  I.,  Ep.  VII.  m  :  "therefore  the  picture  is 
used  in  Churches  that  those  who  are  ignorant  of  letters  may  at 
least  read  by  seeing  upon  the  walls  what  they  cannot  read  in 
books,"  and,  further,  Libri  Carol,  praef. :  "having  images  in  the 
ornaments  of  our  churches  and  in  memory  of  past  events,  and 
worshipping  God  alone,  and  exhibiting  fit  veneration  to  his 
saints,  we  are  neither  iconoclasts  with  the  one  party  nor 
worshippers  with  the  other").  Image-worship  is  then  refuted 
at  greater  length,  and  the  addition  of  the  seventh  to  the  six 
CEcumenical  Councils  is  condemned ;  the  two  Synods  (of  754 
and  787)  are  "  infamous  "  and  "  most  foolish "  (infames,  in- 
eptissimse).  Some  would  see  in  these  books  a  proof  of  the 
Carlovingian  "illumination";4  but  the  enlightenment,  which  is 
unmistakable  in  other  respects,  only  went  the  length  of  ignorance 
of  the  theosophy  of  images,  failure  to  understand  the  subtle 
distinctions  between  Xar/oe/a  (worship)  and  Trpo<rKuvt](rt$  (venera 
tion),  and  the  king's  effort  to  advance  civilisation.  What  the 
books  really  show  is  the  self-reliance  and  sense  of  power  of  the 

1  Hefele,  III.,  p.  433  ;  Hauck,  K.-Gesch.  II.,  p.  278  f. 

2  Mansi,  XIII. ,  p.  909. 

3  Migne,  CIL,  p.  999  sq. 
4Reuter,  I.e.  I.,  p.  10  f. 
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Prankish  Church,  which  break  out  with  youthful  audacity,  con 
victing  with  mischievous  glee  the  older  and  wiser  sister  of  error, 
and  actually  summoning,  and  requiring  the  Pope  formally 
to  prosecute,  the  Byzantine  Emperor  and  the  Empress-Regent. 

These  books  already  show  that  the  Roman  West  and  the  East 
could  no  longer  go  together,  because  the  former  sought  to  take 
command'.  They  also  reveal  a  trace  of  Augustinian  spiritual 
teaching,  but  knowing  what  we  do  of  the  sort  of  thing  held 
sacred  at  that  time  in  the  Prankish  kingdom,  they  cannot  be 
taken  as  proving  that  men  were  more  enlightened  in  the 
Western  than  in  the  Eastern  Church.  I  Pope  Hadrian  refuted 
the  chapters,2  but  took  care  not  to  exaggerate  the  difference. 
Under  Louis  the  Pious,  a  Synod  convoked  at  Paris  on  account 
of  an  embassy  from  Michael  the  Stammerer  (825)  pronounced 
itself  decidedly  against  the  image-worshipping  Pope,  and  held 
strictly  to  the  line  laid  down  in  the  Libri  Carolini :  pictures 
might  be  set  up  "  in  memory  of  pious  love  "  (pro  amoris  pii 
memoria),  as  ornaments,  and,  above  all,  for  the  sake  of  the  un 
educated  ;  but  they  were  not  to  be  adored,  and  their  erection 
might  therefore  be  dispensed  with.3  Louis  adopted  more 
stringent  measures  against  image-worship  than  Charles.4  Pope 
Eugene  II.  wrapped  himself  in  silence  ;  nay,  even  in  A.D.  863  a 
Lateran  Synod,  while  it  recognised  image-worship  in  guarded 
language,  said  nothing  about  the  seventh  CEcumenical  Council.5 
Image-worship  and  the  seventh  Synod  of  787  were  gradually 
accepted  only  after  the  time  of  the  eighth  general  Synod  (869).6 

1  The  most  vigorous  defenders  of  Auguslinian  spiritual  teaching  were  Claudius  of 
Turin  and  Agobard  ;  see  Renter,  I.,  p.  16  ff.     We  are  reasonably  astonished  that 
Claudius  did  not  fare  worse  than  he  did.     The  study  of  Augustine  had  opened  his  as 
well  as  Agobard's  eyes  to  the  contrast  between  the  external,  superstitious  Christianity 
of  theii  time  and  the  ideal  type  of  Catholicism  that  had  taken  shape  to  itself  in  the 
work  of  the  great  African. 

2  Mansi,  XIII.,  p.  759. 

3  Mansi,  XIV.,  p.  415  sq.     Hefele,  IV.,  38  ff. 

4  See  Claudius'  mission  in  Upper  Italy,  where  iconoclasm  broke  out,  and  the  worship 
was  described  as  idolatry. 

s  Mansi,  XV.,  p.  178,  244;  XIV.,  p.  106.     Hefele,  IV.,  p.  272. 

6  But  the  dispute  between  Rome  and  Byzantium  had  already  become  acute,  the 
gap  impassable,  so  that  the  West  was  unable  to  take  part  in  the  great  renaissance  of 
the  sciences  experienced  by  Byzantium  from  the  time  of  Photius  until  the  beginning 
of  the  tenth  century. 
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Yet  the  Carlovingian  theologians  were  still  hostile  to  image- 
worship  at  the  close  of  the  period.     Hinkmar,  who   wrote  a 
work,   no   longer   preserved,   "on    the   worship   of  pictures    of 
the    Redeemer  and  the    Saints," '   would  only  admit  them  as 
means  of  instruction  (or  for  ornament)  ;  and  Agobard,2  Jonas  of 
Orleans,3  Walafrid  Strabo,4  and  /Eneas  of  Paris  5  held  the  same 
view.     Hinkmar  also  calls  the  Council  of  787  a  Pseudo-Synod, 
and  all  Prankish  authorities  known  to  us,  of  the  ninth  century, 
reckon  only  six  Councils.     Even  the  (eighth)  Council  of  869 
was  at  first  not  recognised  by  Hinkmar.     It  was  only  when  the 
Frankish  German  Church  again  came  to  the  light  after  the  dark 
ages  that  it  also  saw  the  seventh  and  eighth  Councils.     Yet  the 
difference  with  the  Pope  regarding  the  pictures  hardly  did  any 
harm  to  his  prestige  in  the  ninth  century.     His  authority,  that 
is,  had  not  been  carried  so  high  or  become  so  sensitive  that  such 
shocks  could  bring  about  its  fall.6     Image-worship  was   never 
able  to  domesticate  itself  thoroughly  where  antiquity  was  not 
the  ruling  spirit.     Even  at  the  present  day  Italy  is    still    the 
classic  land  of  image-worship  in  the  West.     While,  however, 
in  the  East  that  worship  expresses  the  religious  faith  and  the 
philosophy  of  religion  themselves,  because  it  is  evolved  from  the 
Christology,  in  the  West  pictures  form   part  of  the  system  of 
intercessors  and  helpers  in  need.     In  practice,  indeed,  the  differ 
ence  is  pretty  well  obliterated. 

S  3.   The  Development  of 'the  Practice  and  Theory  of  the  Mass 
(the  Dogma  of  the  Lord's  Supper}  and  of  Penance. 

Three  factors  co-operated  to  promote  a  development  of  the 
theory  of  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the  West  in  the  Carlovingian 

1  See  SchriJrs,  I.e.,  p.  163. 

2  Contra  eorum  superstitionem,  qui  picturis  et  imaginibus  sanctorum  adorationis 
obsequium  deferendum  putant.     Migne,  CIV.,  p.  199. 

3  De  cultu  imaginum,  1.  III.     Migne,  CVL,  p.  305. 

4  De  eccles.  rerum  exordiis.     Migne,  CXIV.,  p.  927. 

5  Lib.  adv.  Grsec.     Migne,  CXXI.,  p.  685  sq. 

6 On  the  authority  of  Peter's  Chair  itself  in  Hinkmar's  view,  see  Schrors,  I.e.,  p. 
165  f.  But  when  men  spoke  of  the  Pope,  they  did  not  always  think  of  the  primacy 
(which,  besides,  included  no  administrative  power  in  other  dioceses),  but  also  of  the 
Roman  Church.  She  is  the  "nurse  and  teacher"  of  all  churches  (Hinkmar). 
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age.  Firstly,  the  influence  of  Byzantium,  where  the  con 
troversy  about  images  had  led  their  worshippers  to  discon 
nect  the  symbolical  conception  from  the  consecrated  elements,  in 
order  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  identifying  the  Sacrament  with 
the  images,  and  of  thus  robbing  the  great  mystery  of  its  unique 
character.1  Secondly,  the  practice  of  the  Western  Church.  The 
divine  service  of  the  Mass  was  the  central-  point  of  all  Christi 
anity,  to  which  everything  referred,  and  from  which  every 
saving  influence  flowed  for  the  baptized  Christian.  But  if  the 
ordinary  life  of  the  Christian  was  connected  with  miraculous 
powers  and  mysteries,  if  miracles  were  in  the  present,  and  still 
more  in  the  accounts  of  the  past,  every-day  events,2  then  the 
sacred  act  effected  in  the  Lord's  Supper  had  to  be  developed 
into  the  wonder  of  wonders,  lest  its  significance  should  be 
impaired  by  comparison  with  hundreds  of  miracles  of  a  common 
stamp.3  Thirdly,  theology  and  Christology  come  before  us  in 
this  connection.  The  greater  the  prominence  given  in  the 
notion  of  God  to  the  idea  that  God,  because  omnipotent,  was  a 
mysterious  arbitrary  power,  and  the  more  vague  became  the 
perception  of  God  in  Christ  and  the  knowledge  measured  by 
moral  holiness,  the  more  firmly  did  men  cling  to  the  institutions 
of  the  Church  as  the  alone  manifest,  and  seek  in  them,  i.e.,  in 
mystery  and  miracle,  to  apprehend  the  hidden  God.  Further, 

1  On  the  development  of  the  mysteries  and  Lord's  Supper  in  the  Greek  Church, 
see  Vol.  IV.  p.  268.  John  of  Damascus  (De  fide  orth.  IV.  13),  declared  expressly: 
otffc  fan  TVTTOS  6  dpros  Tov  ffdi/j.a.Tos  d\\'  avrfr  T&  ffw/jLO,  TOV  Kvpiov  TfdeufAfvov.  After  the 
Synod  of  754  (Mansi,  XIII.,  p.  261  sq.),  had  called  the  consecrated  elements  types 
and  images,  the  second  Nicene  Synod  of  787  (I.e.  p.  265)  expressly  declared  that 
they  were  not  that,  since  neither  the  Apostles  nor  Fathers  had  so  named  them  ;  by 
consecration  they  rather  became  O.VTO  au/j.a  /ecu  O.VTO  ai/j.a.  Yet  Transubstantiation, 
taken  strictly  in  the  Western  sense,  was  admittedly  never  taught  by  the  Greeks. 

-  See  Reuter,  I.,  pp.  24  ft".  41  ff. 

3  In  order  to  perceive  that  the  Lord's  Supper  needed  a  special  prominence  to  be 
given  to  it,  notice  the  view  taken  by  Ilinkmar  of  ordeals,  on  which  Augustine,  indeed, 
had  already  laid  great  stress  (Schrors,  p.  190  ff. );  he  regarded  them,  namely,  as 
sacraments  instituted  in  Scripture,  and  placed  them  on  a  level  with  the  baptismal 
ceremonies.  Hinkmar  was  not  alone  in  the  value  he  attached  to  the  oath  of  purgation 
and  divine  judgments  (see  Roziere,  Recueil  general  des  formules,  Paris,  1859,  n. 
DLXXXI.-DCXXV.  ;  on  p.  70,  the  ceremony  is  described  as  christiame  rehgionis 
officium),  but  Agobard,  who  opposed  them,  stood  almost  alone;  see  Reuter,  I  p 
32  rf. 
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the  more  the  historical  Christ  was  lost  in  light  which  no  man 
can  approach,  and  the  more  resolutely  religious  speculation,  in 
order  to  be  truly  pious,  only  saw  in  him  the  God,  who  had 
added  human  nature  to  his  fulness  (see  the  Adoptian  contro 
versy),  the  more  clearly  did  men  feel  themselves  constrained  to 
seek  Christ  not  in  the  historical  picture  or  the  Word,  but  where  the 
mystery  of  his  Incarnation  and  death  was  present  and  palpable.1 

i  The  controversies  de  partu  virginis  (Bach,  I.,  p.  152  ff.  ;  see  Ratiamnus,  Liber 

de  eo,  quod  Christus  ex  virgine  natus  est ;  Radbertus,  Opusculum  de  partu  virginis, 

d'Achery,  Spicil.  I.  p.  52,  44),  show  still  better  than  the  Adoptian  controversy,  the 

kind  of  Christology  that  was  honoured  by  the  religion  of  the  community  and  monks. 

Ratramnus  described  as  the  poison  of  the  old  serpent  the  fact  that  some  Germans 

denied  that  Christ  had  issued  from  Mary's  womb  in  the  natural  way,  for  thus  the 

reality  of  Christ's  birth  was  destroyed,  although  he  also  acknowledged  Mary's  perpetual 

virginity  and  taiight  the  partus  clauso  utero :  "  clausa  patuit  dominanti."     Radbert 

on  the  other  hand,   without  answering   Ratramnus,  consoled  some  nuns,   who  had 

been  unsettled  by  the  alleged  denial  of  Mary's  virginity,  by  saying  that  the  Church 

held  firmly  to  the  "  clauso  utero"  ;  for  if  Christ  had  come  to  the  light  in  the  natural 

way,  he  would  have  been  like  an  ordinary   man  ;  everything  connected  with  the 

incarnation,   however,    was    miraculous.     He    who    did    not  admit  Christ    to    have 

been  born  clauso  uttro,  set  him  under  the  common  law  of  nature,  i.e.  sinful  nature, 

and  in  that  case  Christ  was  not  free  of  sin.     The  difference  between  the  two  scholars 

thus  consisted  solely  in  the  fact  that  while  Ratramnus  maintained  the  natural  process 

of  birth  to  have  taken  place  miraculously  clauso  utero,  Radbert  taught  that  the  birth 

was  a  supernatural  process,  and  that  Christ  had  left  his  mother  in  a  different  w  ay  from 

other  children.     Radbert  here  also  is  the  more  consistent ;  Ratramnus  seeks  to  unite 

natural  and  supernatural.     Radbert,  at  least,  in  imparting  his  curious  instruction  to 

the  virgins  of  the  cloister,  does  not  display  the  pruriency  of  Jerome,  who  is  the  father 

of  these  gynaecological  fancies,   and   the  nuns  may  have  taken  this  question  very 

seriously,  as  seriously  as  Marcion  and  Augustine,  because  they  recognised  all  that 

was  sexual  to  be  the  hearth  of  sin.     To  later  scholasticism  is  due  the  credit  of  having 

explained  the  partus  clauso  utero  scientifically  from  the  ubiquity  of  Christ's  body. 

Such   miraculous  conceptions  having  been  diffused  as  to  the  body  of  the  historical 

Christ,  it  being  held,  in  a  word,  to  be  already  pneumatic  in  itself,  it  was  by  that  very 

reason  sacramental  (mysterious).     But,  in  that  case,  it  was  impossible  not  to  take 

the  next  step,   and   finally  and  completely  identify  the  real   with  that  sacramental 

(mysterious)  body  that  was  offered  in  the  Lord's  Supper.     The  lines  drawn  from  the 

incarnation  dogma  and  the  Lord's  Supper  necessarily  converged  in  the  end.     That 

this  did  not  happen  earlier  was  due,  apart  from  the  material  hindrance  presented  by 

Augustine  with  his  sober  conceptions  of  the  historical  Christ  as  a  real  homo,  to  formal 

difficulties  caused  by  the  traditional  idiom  (the  sacramental  body  is  figura  corporis 

Christi).     These  had  to  be  removed.     Bach  remarks  very  justly  (I.  p.  156):  "The 

cause  of  present  day  misunderstandings  of  the  ancient  controversies  regarding  the 

Lord's  Supper,  consists  in  mistaking  the  law  that  governs  the  formation  of  language, 

and  that  also  applies  to  theological  idiom.     We  refer  here  to  the  gradual  change  of 

meaning  of  theological  words,  even  when  they  have  become,  as  regards  their  outward 
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The  active  influence  of  these  combined  factors  undoubtedly 
received  an  extremely  significant  check  in  the  case  of  Bede, 
and  in  the  first  decades'  of  the  Carlovingian  age,  from  the  rise 
of  the  study  of  Augustine,  whose  teaching  on  the  Lord's  Supper 
had  been  predominantly  spiritual.  Charles's  theologians,  or 
Charles  himself,  frequently  used  quite  Augustinian  language, 
in  speaking  of  the  Lord's  Supper.  But  even  in  their  case 
variations  occur,1  and  towards  the  end  of  the  period  of  Louis 
the  Pious,  Paschasius  Radbertus  was  able  to  assert  as  doctrine, 
what  had  long  been  felt  by  the  majority,  that  the  real  f  historical) 
body  of  Christ  was  sacrificed  in  the  Mass,  and  partaken  of  in 
the  Lord's  Supper.2 

verbal  form,  fixed  categories,  i.e.  termini  technici."  The  admission  here  frankly  made 
by  the  Catholic  historian  of  dogma  is,  we  know,  not  always  granted  by  Lutheran 
theologians.  We  have  indeed  had  to  listen,  in  the  controversy  of  our  own  clays,  to 
the  wonderful  cry  that  we  ought  to  restore  to  words  their  original  meaning.  As  if 
any  one  still  possessed  the  old  die ! 

1  Bede's  teaching  was  thoroughly  Augustinian.  ("  In  redemptionis  memoriam," 
"  corpuris  sanguinisque  sacramentum,"  "ad  corpus  Christi  mystice  refertur," 
"  spiritualiter  intellegite,"  "  non  hoc  corpus,  quod  videtis — Christus  inquit — mandu- 
caturi  estis,  sacramentum  aliquod  vobis  commendavi,  spiiitualiter  intellectum  vivifica- 
bit  vos,"  "  lavat  nos  a  peccatis  nostiis  quotidie  in  sanguine  suo,  cum  beatre  passionis 
ad  altare  memoria  replicatur,  cum  panis  et  vini  creatura  in  sacramentum  carnis  et 
sanguinis  ejus  ineffabili  spiritus  sanctificatione  transfertur ") ;  passages  in  Miinter 
(D.-Gesch.  II.,  i  [1834]  p.  223  f.).  But  we  t^en  see  how  the  conception  changed 
step  by  step  until  the  middle  of  the  ninth  century.  Alcuin  repeats  his  teacher's 
principles  ;  but  both  his  opposition  to  the  Council  of  A.n.  754  (De  impio  imag.  cultu 
IV.  14:  "  non  sanguinis  et  corporis  dominici  mysterium  imago  jam  mine  dicendum 
est,  sed  veritas,  non  umbra,  seel  corpus"),  and  in  part  his  study  of  Greek  Christology 
and  adoption  of  sentiments  expressed  in  the  Church  practice  led  him  to  make  state 
ments  like  the  following  (Ep.  36)  :  "  prefer  nomen  amici  tui  eo  tempore  opportune, 
quo  panem  et  vinum  in  substantiam  corporis  et  sanguinis  Christi  consecraveris." 
Miinter  justly  remarks  (I.e. )  that  this  is  not  yet  synonymous  with  "in  substantiam 
corporis  convertere  ; "  but  it  approaches  it.  The  general  notion  of  the  Sacrament  is 
completely  identical  in  the  cases  of  Isidore,  Rabanus  Maurus,  Ratramnus,  and 
Paschasius  Radbertus,  and  so  entirely  follows  Augustine  in  its  construction  that  we 
are  not  prepared  by  it  for  the  strictly  realistic  version  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Lord's 
Supper. 

*  See  Radberti  Lib.  de  corp.  et  sang,  domini  (831),  new  edition,  with  an  Ep.  ad 
Carolum,  thirteen  years  later  (Migne,  CXX. ,  p.  1267).  Steitz  in  the  R.-Encykl.  XII., 
p.  474.  Riickert  in  Hilgenfeld's  Ztschr.  1858.  Bach.  I.,  p.  156  ff.  Reuter,  I.,  p. 
41  ff.  Choisy,  Paschase  Radbert,  Geneve,  1888.  Hausher,  Der  hi.  Paschasius,  1862. 
Ernst,  Die  Lehre  d.  h.  P.  Radbert  v.  d.  Eucharistie,  1896.  Geschichte  der  Abend  - 
mahlsfeier  by  Dieckhoff,  p.  13  ff.,  Ebrard,  Kahnis,  etc.  Ebert,  Gesch.  d.  Lit.  des 
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Paschasius  Radbertus  was  perhaps  the  most  learned  and  able 
theologian,  after  Alcuin,  as  well  versed  in  Greek  theology  as  he 
was  familiar  with  Augustinianism,  a  comprehensive  genius,  who 
felt  the  liveliest  desire  to  harmonise  theory  and  practice,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  give  due  weight  to  everything  that  had  been  taught 
till  then  by  Church  tradition  regarding  the  Lord's  Supper.1  His 
great  work  on  the  Lord's  Supper  was  the  first  Church  monograph 
on  the  subject.2  It  is  a  one-sided  description  of  its  contents  to 
sum  them  up  in  the  phrase  :  "  Paschasius  taught  transubstantia- 
tion."  3  The  importance  of  the  book  lies  rather  in  the  fact  that 
the  Lord's  Supper  is  exhaustively  discussed  from  all  possible 
points  of  view,  and  that  a  certain  unity  is  nevertheless  attained. 
Paschasius  did  for  this  dogma  what  Origen  did  for  the  whole  of 
dogmatics;  he  is  the  Origen  of  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  the 
Lord's  Supper,  which  was  placed  by  him  as  a  theory  in  the 
central  position  that  it  had  long  held  in  practice.  We  can  only 
appreciate  Paschasius'  teaching  if  we  keep  it  in  mind  that 
Greek  Christological  mysticism,  Augustinian  spiritualism,  and— 
unconsciously  to  the  author  himself — the  practice  of  the  Prankish 
Church,  had  an  equal  share  in  it.  But  we  must  also  remember 
that  the  notion  of  God  as  inscrutable  omnipotence,  i.e.,  arbitrary 
power,  was  dominant.  Without  this  conception  of  deity  the 
doctrine  of  transubstantiation  would  never  have  been  reached.4 

Mittelalters,  II.  Mabillon,  in  the  second  and  third  parts  of  the  Benedictine  Annals. 
Ratramnus'  work  (De  corpore  et  sanguine  domini  ad  Carolum)  in  Migne  CXXI.,  p. 
125.  Kiihler,  Rabanus'  Streit  mit  Paschasius,  in  Hilgenfeld's  Zeitschr.  1879,  P-  "6 
ff.  A  detailed  account  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper  from  Pascha-ius  to 
Berengar  is  given  by  Schnitzer,  Berengar  von  Tours  (1890),  pp.  127-245. 

1  Radbert's  work,  De   fide,  spe  et   caritate  is   also   important,  because   it   shows 
greater  power  to  grasp  religious  doctrine  as  a  whole  than  we  expect  at  this  date. 

2  So  far  as  I  know,  no  inquiry  has  yet  been  undertaken  as  to  the  homily,  De  corpore 
et  sanguine  Christi,  which  is  found  in  Jerome's  works  (Migne,  T.  XXX.,  Col.  271  ff. ), 
being  ascribed  by  tradition  to  Eusebius  of  Emesa,  and  of  which  a  copy  is  also  given 
among  the  works  of  Faustus  of  Riez.      In  it  occurs  the  sentence  :    "  Visibilis  sacerdos 
visibiles  creaturas  in  substantial!)  corporis  et  saneuinis  sui  verbo  suo  secreta  potestate 
convertit."     The  homily  belongs  to  a  whole  group,  on  which  consult  Caspar!,  Briefe, 
Abhandlungen  und  Predigten  (1890),  p.  418  ff.  (see  above,  p.  254). 

s  Choisy  seeks  to  show  that  Paschasius  was  the  father  of  the  Catholic  dogma  even  to 
the  inanducatio  itijideliuni,  and  that  the  spiritual  form  of  the  dogma  of  the  Lord's 
Supper  is  in  his  case  only  apparent,  since  ultimately  everything  is  dominated  by 
crass  realism. 

4  Compare    Radbert's    extremely    characteristic    introduction    to    his    treatise  :    he 
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To  begin  with,  Paschasius  has  given  most  vigorous  expression 
to  Augustinian  doctrine  not  as  something  foreign  to  him,  but  as  if 
he  had  thoroughly  assimilated  it.1  The  sacrament  is  a  spiritual 
food  for  faith  ;  to  eat  Christ's  flesh  means  to  be  and  remain 
in  Christ.  The  rite  is  given  to  faith,  and  faith  is  to  be  roused 
by  it.  Faith,  however,  is  always  related  to  the  invisible  ;  and 
thus  the  sacrament  in  its  deepest  sense  can  only  be  received  by 
the  faith  that  has  withdrawn  into  the  invisible  world.  Christ, 
the  soul,  faith,  heaven,  and  the  sacrament  are  most  intimately 
connected — the  bodily  eye  must  always  look  beyond  the  sen 
suous  to  the  heavenly  behind  it.  Therefore  the  meal  is  a 
meal  for  the  holy,  the  elect.  Only  he  who  belongs  to  Christ 
and  is  a  member  in  ^is  body  enjoys  the  food  worthily,  nay, 
he  alone  enjoys  the  food  of  faith  actually.  Unbelievers  receive 
the  sacrament,  but  not  its  virtue  (virtus  sacramenti).  But  even 
Augustine  had  so  distinguished  between  these  two  notions  that 
virtus  sacramenti  sometimes  describes  its  saving  efficacy  alone, 
sometimes  the  miraculous  nature  of  the  holy  food  itself,  so  that 
in  the  former  case  the  sacrament  itself  signifies  the  totality  of 
the  rite  without  its  corresponding  effect,  and  in  the  latter  merely 
something  objective  incapable  of  further  definition.  Radbert,  like 
Augustine,  prefers  the  latter  version.  The  believer  alone  receives 
the  virtus  sacramenti  as  food  of  faith  and  incorporation  into 
Christ's  body — there  was  no  eating  on  the  part  of  unbelievers 
(manducatio  infidelium) ;  Christ's  flesh  as  contained  in  the 
sacrament  did  not  exist  apart  from  faith.  The  unbeliever,  indeed, 
receives  the  sacrament — what  that  is  is  indefinable — but  he  does 


discusses  the  almighty  will  of  God  as  ground  of  all  natural  events.  God's  arbitrary 
power  is  the  ultimate  cause  ;  therefore  his  actions  can  be  described  as  contrary  to  nature 
as  well  as  natural  (the  latter,  because  even  the  regular  course  of  things  is  subject  to 
divine  absolutism).  The  new  dogma  is  explicitly  based  on  this  conception  of  God. 
Notoriously  everything  can  be  deduced  from  it,  predestination,  accommodation,  tran- 
substantiation,  etc.  Radbert  holds  the  Lord's  Supper  to  be  the  miracle  of  miracles, 
towards  which  all  others  point ;  see  I,  15. 

1  Radbert  expressly  attacks  the  Capernaite  coarse  conception  of  participation  in 
the  Lord's  Supper  ;  he  declines  to  adopt  the  crudely  sensuous  ideas  diffused  in  the 
widest  circles  (Bach,  I.  167  ff.) ;  see  De  corp.  etsang.  8,  2.  Expo>.  in  Mat.  1.  XII.,  26. 
Reality  in  its  common  sense  is  "natura"  in  Radbert's  view  ;  but  he  never  says  that  the 
elements  are  naturaliter  transformed.  Therefore  also  Christ's  body  is  not  digested. 
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so  to  his  condemnation  ;  for  without  the  virtus  sacramenti  the 
sacrament  exists  adjudicium  damnationis.'1 

In  addition  to  this  Augustinianism,  a  Greek  element  is  very 
strongly  marked  in  the  description  of  the  effects  of  the  holy 
food ;  for  besides  incorporation  in  Christ  and  forgiveness  of 
venial  sins,  the  chief  emphasis  is  laid  on  our  soul  and  body  being 
nourished  by  this  food  for  immortality.  The  combination 
contained  in  the  statement  that  this  is  effected  by  baptism,  the 
Lord's  Supper,  and  Holy  Scripture  (c.  i,  4),  is  Western ;  but  the 
intention  to  which  prominence  is  given  in  connection  with  the 
Lord's  Supper  alone,  viz.  "  that  even  our  flesh  may  be  renewed 
by  it  to  immortality  and  incorruption," 2  is  Greek.  Indeed 
Radbert  even  says  conversely  :  "  the  flesh  of  Christ  spiritually 
digested  is  transformed  into  our  flesh."  3  But  he  now  went  still 

o 

further  with  the  Greeks — Cyril  and  John  of  Damascus.  He  had 
learned  from  them  that  although  the  rite  existed  for  faith  only, 
yet  the  reality  of  Christ's  body  was  present.4  This  assumption 
was  rendered  easy,  nay  imperative,  to  the  Greeks  by  their  view 
that  Christ's  historical  body  was  itself  pneumatic  from  the 
moment  of  the  Incarnation.  Although  they  then  (John  of 
Damascus)  completed  the  identification,  and  assumed  a  real 
presence  of  Christ's  body  in  the  Sacrament,  they  still  hesitated 
secretly,  because  they  did  not  get  over  the  difficulty  caused  by 
the  fact  that  the  body  once  received  into  heaven  did  not  return. 

1  See  esp.  ch.  VIII.,  but  also  5-7,  14,  21.   This  spiritual  conception,  on  which  Steitz 
(I.e.)  has  rightly  laid  great  stress,  runs  through  the  whole  book.     But  when  Radbert 
positively  calls  the  body  present  in  the  Lord's  Supper  a  corpus  spiritale,  he  does  not 
mean  this  in  contrast  with  the  natural,  but  the  lower  bodily  nature  (cnro  humana) 
confined  to  space.     C.  21,  5:  "  Non  nisi  electorum  cibus  est."     6,  2:  "Quid  est, 
quod  manducant  homines  ?     Ecce  omnes  indifferenter  quam  scepe  sacramenta  altaris 
percipiunt.       Percipiunt    plane,    sed    alius    carnem    Christi    spiritaliter    manducat    et 
sanguinem  bibit,  alius  vero   non,  quamvis  buccellam  de  manu  sacerdotis  videatur 
percipere.      Et  quid  accipit,  cum  una   sit  consecratio,  si  corpus  et  sang.   Chr.   non 
accipit  ?     Vere,  quia  reus  indigne  accipit,  judicium  sibi  manducat." 

2  "  Ut  etiam  caro  nostra  per  hoc  ad  immortalitatem  et  incorruptionem  reparetur." 

3  "  Carni  nostroe  caro  Christi  spiritaliter  conviscerata  transformatur."     See  c.    II 
and  19,  I  :    "  Non  sicut  quidam  volunt  anima  sola  hoc  mysterio  pascitur,  quia  non  sola 
redimitur  morte  Christi  et  salvatur,  verum  etiam  et  caro  nostra,  etc.  etc.  ;  "  nos  per  hoc 
in  incorruptionem  transformamur  "  (therefore  as  in  Justin) ;  the  same  thought  already 
in  I.  4,  6. 

*  "  Spiritale"  and  "verum"  aie  thus  not  mutually  exclusive. 
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Therefore  they  assigned  the  form  of  the  miracle  (sacramental 
transformation  and  assumption)  to  the  "mystery."  Radbert  took 
up  the  matter  here,  at  the  same  time  influenced  by  the  popular 
conception  and  his  certainty  that  the  practice  of  the  Church  was 
justified.  For  the  first  time  in  tJie  Church  lie  declares  without 
hesitancy  that  the  sacramental  body  is  that  whicii  had  been  born  of 
Mary,  and  that  this  is  due  to  a  transformation  wJiich  only  leaves  the 
sensuous  appearance  unchanged.  This  is  a  miracle  against  nature 
(or  quasi  contra  naturam  :  for  nature  always  depends  on  the  will 
of  God)  ;  but  it  is  to  be  believed  for  that  very  reason,  for  \ve 
only  think  worthily  of  God,  who  can  do  anything,  when  we 
acknowledge  him  to  be  the  power  that  works  miracles.  What  he 
does  here  is  a  miraculous  creative  act,  effected,  as  always, 
through  the  word,  in  this  case  the  word  of  institution,  and  this  is 
spoken  not  by  the  priest,  but  on  each  occasion  by  God  through 
the  eternal  Word  (Christ),  so  that  the  priest  only  issues  the  appeal 
to  God.  This  constantly  repeated  creation  by  God  is  exactly 
parallel  to  the  Incarnation — Christ's  word  corresponds  to  the 
Holy  Spirit,  the  elements  to  the  virgin's  womb  ;  the  effect  is  the 
same.  The  sacramental  is  the  historical  body,  of  course  also 
historically  transfigured  ;  for  from  Cyril's  standpoint  the  trans 
figuration  of  the  body  in  the  Resurrection  is  only  the  manifesta 
tion  of  the  properties  which  it  always  possessed.1  In  order  to 

1  C.  1,2:  "  Nullus  moveatur  de  hoc  corpora  Christi  et  sanguine,  quod  in  mysterio 
•vera  sit  caro  et  items  sir  sanguis,  dtim  sic  voluit  ille  qui  creavit :  omnia  enim 
qiuecumque  voluit  fecit  in  oelo  et  in  terra,  et  quia  voluit,  licet  in  figura  panis  et 
vini,  lisec  sic  esse,  omnino  nihil  aliud  quam  caro  Christi  et  sanguis  post  consecrationem 
credenda  sunt.  Unde  ipsa  veritas  ad  discipulos  :  Hsec,  inquit,  caro  mea  est  pro 
mundi  vita,  et  ut  titirabilius  loquar,  non  alia  plane  quam  qute  nata  est  de  Maria  et 
passa  in  cruce  et  resurrexit  de  sepulcro."  Further  7,  2  :  "corpus  quod  natum  est  de 
Maria  virgine  .  .  .  resurrexit  a  mortuis,  penetravit  coelos  et  mine  pontifcx  fac (us  in 
erternum  quotidie  interpellat  pro  nobis."  12,  I  :  "  ubi  catholica  fide  hoc  mysterium 
celebratur,  nihil  a  bono  majus  nihilque  a  malo  minus  percipi  sacerdote,  niliilque  aliud 
quam  caro  Christi  et  sanguis  dum  catholice  consecratur,  quia  non  in  merito  con- 
secrantis  sed  in  verbo  efficitur  creatoris  et  virtute  spiritus  s. ,  ut  caro  Chr.  et  sanguis, 
non  alia  quam  quee  de  spiritu  s.  creata  est,  vera  fide  credatur  et  spiritali  intellegentia 
degustetur  .  .  .  Christi  est  qui  per  s.  s.  hanc  suam  efficit  carnem."  Cf.  15,  I:  "non 
restimandum  est,  quod  alterius  verbis,  quod  ullius  alterius  meritis,  quod  potestate 
alicujus  ista  fiunt,  sed  verbo  creatoris,  quo  cuncta  creata  sunt."  8,  2:  "  substantia 
panis  et  vini  in  Christi  carnem  et  sanguinem  efficaciter  interius  commtttatttr."  2,  2  : 
"sensibilis  res  intellegibiliter  virtute  dei  per  verbum  Christi  in  carnem  ipsius  divinitus 
transfertnr. " 
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explain  the  startling  fact  that  the  results  of  the  transformation 
were  not  capable  of  being  perceived  by  the  senses,  Radbert  had 
a  number  of  reasons  ready  :  it  was  unnecessary  and  repulsive,1 
and  besides  it  would  happen  often.2  The  most  important  of 
these  was  that — it  was  necessary  the  rite  should  remain  a  mys 
tery  given  to  faith  alone.  We  are  as  far  as  possible  from 
being  prepared  for  this  idea,  and  yet  it  was  very  important  to 
Radbert.  The  Lord's  Supper  always  presupposes  faith  and  is 
meant  to  rouse  faith,  where  it  exists,  to  advance  to  the  undisguised 
Christ  who  is  not  daily  sacrificed.  Hence  the  sacrament  cannot 
be  a  manifest,  but  is  always  a  disguised,  miracle.  Hence,  more 
over,  the  elements,  in  so  far  as  they  are  not  perceptibly  trans 
formed  (colour,  taste,  and  smell  remaining),  must  be  regarded  as 
symbols  of  Christ's  body,  from  which  faith  penetrates  to  the 
mysterious  but  really  created  source  of  salvation.  The  sensuous 
appearance  of  the  consecrated  elements  is  the  symbol  of  Christ's 
body,  their  essence  is  the  true  Jiistorical  body  itself. ?> 

We  readily  perceive  that  in  this  phase  the  bridge  to  the 
Augustinian  conception  has  been  recovered.  Paschasius  in 
tended  to  unite  and  did  unite  two  positions  in  his  doctrine  of 

1  See  c.  10  and  13,  and  esp.  4,   i  :   "quia  Christum  vorari  fas  dentibus  non  est, 
voluit  in  mysterio  hunc  panem  et  vinum  vere  carnem  suam  et  sanguinem  consecratione 
spiritus  s.  potentialiter  (i.e.   efficaciter)  creari,  creando  vero  quotidie  pro  mundi  vita 
mystice  immolari." 

2  See  c.  14  ;  besides  Bach  I.,  p.  168  ff.     A  lamb,  or  real  blood,  or  the  Christ-child 
appeared. 

3  On  this  point  Radbert  speaks  like  Ratramnus  ;  see  1,5:  "  visu  corporeo  et  gustu 
propterea  non  clemutantur,  quatenus  fides  exerceatur  ad  justitiam."     13,  I,  2,  "quod 
colorem  aut  saporem  carnis  minima  prrebet,  virtus  tamen  fidei  et  intellegentine,  quse 
nihil  de  Christo  dubitat,  totum  ilhul  spiritaliter  sapit  et  degustat  .   .   .   Sic  debuit  hoc 
mysterium  temperari,  ut  et  arcana  secretorum  celarentur  infidis  et  uteri  turn  cresceret 
de  virtute  fidei  et  nihil  deesset  interius  vere  credentibus  promis-oe  veritatis."      Nay  the 
disguise  incites  to  loftier  aspiration  (as  with  the  Greeks) :   "  insuper  et  quod  majus  est 
per  hsec  secretius  praestita  ad  illam  tenderent  speciem  satietatis  itkijam  non  pro  peccatis 
nostris  quotidie   Christus   iminolabitur,   sed    satietate  manifestations    ejus  sine  ulla 
corruptione  omnes  sine  fine  fruemur."     (One  imagines  that  he  is  listening  to  Origen 
or  Gregory  of  Nyssa. )     On  figuia  and  veritas,  see  4,    I  :   "...   ut  sicut  de  virgine 
per  spiritum  vera  caro  sine  coitu  creatur,  ita  per  eundem  ex  substantia  pant's  at  vini 
mystice  idem    Christi  corpus   et   sanguis  consecretur  .   .   .  figura  videtur  esse   cum 
frangitur,  dum  in  specie  visibili  aliud  intelligitur  quam  quod  visu  carnis  et  gustu  sentitur. 
Veritas  appellatur,  dum  corpus  Christi  et  sanguis  virtute  spiritus  in  verbo  ipsius  ex 
panis  vinique  substantia  effk-itur." 
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the  Lord's  Supper :  the  Augustinian,  that  the  sacraments  are 
given  to  faith  and  everything  in  them  is  spiritually  handled,  and 
the  Greek,  which  also  seemed  to  him  commended  by  the  letter 
of  Scripture,  the  Fathers,  and  a  few  miracles,  that  we  are  con 
fronted  by  a  reality  existent  prior  to  all  faith,  since  only  the 
true  body  and  the  blood  actually  shed  can  redeem  us,  and  since 
we  need  the  corporeal  indwelling  of  Christ.  Both  considerations 
seemed  to  be  served  by  the  view,  that  in  the  elements  we  are 
dealing  with  a  miraculous  creation  of  Christ's  body,  wJiich  is, 
however,  effected  in  sucJi  a  vuay  that  faith  alone  can  rise  from  the 
still  existent  semblance  of  the  mere  bodily  figure  (figura  corporis) 
to  the  apprehension  of  the  heavenly  reality. 

The  voluminous  books,  afterwards  written  by  Catholics  and 
Lutherans  on  the  Lord's  Supper,  prove  that  Radbert's  theory 
opened  up  a  perspective  to  hundreds  of  questions,  which  he  did 
not  solve,  and,  indeed,  did  not  even  put.  His  treatment  of  the 
part  played  by  the  priest  at  the  sacrament  seemed  unsatisfactory. 
His  brief  expositions  as  to  the  creation  of  the  body  failed  to 
make  certain  the  identity  of  the  heavenly  and  the  sacramental 
Christ.  There  was  still  no  definition  of  the  relation  of  the 
unconverted  to  the  converted  object  of  sense-perception.  When 
men  began  to  attempt  this  definition,  nothing  short  of  the  whole 
of  philosophy  necessarily  passed  before  the  mind  of  the  cultured 
theologian.  The  claim  of  the  symbolical  view  had  to  be 
determined,  and  thereby  the  sacrament,  symbol,  virtue,  reality 
(res)  and,  again,  the  graded  and  yet  identical  bodies  of  Christ 
(the  historical  on  earth,  the  transfigured  in  heaven,  the  sacra 
mental  on  earth,  the  body  as  Church  in  heaven  and  on  earth) 
had  to  be  defined,  as  it  were  geologically,  as  intersecting 
boulders.  "  One  deep  called  to  the  others  "  ;  and  the  fact  that 
in  after  times  the  most  intelligent  men  leant  an  ear  to  this 
clamour,  and  yet  remained  sane  in  other  respects,  proved  that 
the  most  absurd  speculations  in  the  sphere  of  religion  do  not 
necessarily  make  the  whole  reason  sick.1 

1  The  doctrine  of  the  real  conversion  of  the  elements  in  the  West  is  to  be  regarded 
as  an  importation  from  the  East,  and  is  closely  connected  with  the  anti-Adoptian 
version  of  Christology.  But  it  was  first  in  the  West  that  the  legal  mind  and  dialectics 
cast  themselves  on  this  subject,  and  produced  a  complicated  and  never  to  be  com 
pleted  doctrine  of  endless  extent. 
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But  the  most  remarkable  feature  in  Radbert's  fundamental 
theory  is  that  he  did  not  refer  primarily  to  the  Mass,  or  indeed 
to  Christ's  death  on  the  Cross  ;  in  other  words,  he  did  not  draw 
all  the  consequences  which  resulted  from  it.  Radbert  is  not  the 
theologian  of  the  Catholic  Mass.  The  Incarnation  and  Lord's 
Supper  were  for  him  more  intimately  connected,  as  it  seems, 
than  Christ's  sacrificial  death  and  the  dogma  of  the  Lord's 
Supper.  From  this  we  see  that  Radbert  was  a  disciple  of  the 
Greeks,  that  he  was  really  a  theologian,  and  his  interest  did  not 
centre  primarily  on  the  Church  institution  of  penance,  and  the 
divine  service  of  the  Mass  connected  with  it.1 

Rabanus  2  and  Ratramnus  alone  opposed  him.  The  opposi 
tion  is  as  obscure,  logically,  as  in  the  controversy  about  the 
virgin  birth.  As  Ratramnus  had  then  taught  that  the  natural 
had  come  to  pass  by  a  miracle,  while  Radbert  held  that  the 
event  was  contrary  to  nature  ;  so  here  again  Rabanus  and, 
above  all,  Ratramnus  taught  that,  while  the  external  miracle 
(contra  naturam) — the  communication  in  the  Lord's  Supper  of 
the  body  that  was  born,  that  died  and  rose  again — did  not  take 
place,  the  true  body  was  potentialiter  (effectively)  created,  yet  in 
mysterio,  by  the  consecration  of  the  Holy  Spirit.3  Ratramnus 
examines  elaborately  the  problem  that  the  king  had  set  him, 
whether  that  which  is  received  into  his  mouth  by  the  believer, 
is  in  mystery  or  reality  Christ's  body.  From  the  king's 
question  he  himself  formulates  other  two  :  whether  participation, 
in  the  cultus,  in  the  body  of  Christ  was  an  act  in  mysterio  or  in 
veritate,  and  whether  the  sacramental  body  was  identical  with 
the  historical  which  now  sits  at  the  right  hand  of  the  Father.4 
To  the  second  question  he  replies  that  that  which  lies  consecrated 

1  Not  primarily  ;  for  undoubtedly  he  more  than  once  in  his  work  thinks  of  the 
Mass,  and  draws  the  inference  of  the  daily  sacrifice  of  Christ's  body  pro  peccatis  ;  see 
13,  2  ;  4,  i,  etc. 

-  Ep.  ad  Eigil.  Migne,  CXIL,  p.  1510. 

3  Ratramnus  and   Rabanus  are  nearer  each  other  than  is  currently  supposed  ;  but 
Bach  (I.  p.  191  ff. )  is  wrong,  when,  after  the  precedent  of  other  Catholics,  he  tries  by 
an  interpretation   of  Ratramnus'  use  of  language  to  make  him  a  genuine  Catholic. 
Ratramnus  also  holds  that  a  miracle  takes  place,  but  not  the  miracle  that  magically 
produces  the  body  worn  by  Christ  as  a  person. 

4  See  the  opening  of  the  work. 
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on  the  altar  is  by  no  means  the  historical  body,  but  only  the 
-mystery  of  the  body,  as  also  the  mystery  of  the  Church.  As 
regards  the  historical  body  the  consecrated  elements  are  thus 
only  a  figure  (figura),  means  of  reminiscence  for  our  present 
earthly  life,  since  we  cannot  yet  see  what  we  believe.1  But 
nevertheless  believers  receive  Christ's  body  and  blood  in  this 
rite ;  for  faith  does  not  receive  what  it  sees,  but  what  it  believes, 
Accordingly  in  the  Lords  Supper  Christ's  body  exists  in  an  in- 


1  Following  on  a  reference  to  Ambrose,  he  writes  (c.  75  sq. )  :  "  De  carne  Christi 
quse  crucifixa  et  sepulta  est,  ait,  '  Vera  utique  caro  Christi  est.'  At  de  illo  quod 
sumitur  in  sacramento  dicit,  'Verse  carnis  illius  sacramentum  est,'  distinguenssacra- 
mentum  carnis  a  veritate  carnis.  Veritas  carnis  quam  sumpsit  de  virgine  ;  quod  vero 
nunc  agitur  in  ecclesia  mysterium,  verae  illius  carnis  .  .  .  sacramentum  .  .  .  non  est 
specie  caro,  sed  sacramentum,  siquidem  in  specie  panis  est,  in  sacramento  vero  verum 
Christi  corpus  .  .  .  (elementa)  secundum  quod  spiritualiter  vita;  substantiam  submini- 
strant  corpus  et  sanguis  Christi  sunt.  Illud  vero  corpus,  in  quo  sentel  passus  est 
Christus,  non  aliam  speciem  praeferebat  quam  in  qua  consistebat ;  hoc  enim  erat  vere 
quod  esse  videbatur  ;  ...  at  nunc  sanguis  Christi  quem  credentes  ebibunt  et  corpus 
quod  comedunt,  atiud  sunt  in  specie  et  aliud  in  significatione,  aliud  quod  pascunt  cor 
pus  esca  corporea  et  aliud  quod  saginant  mentes  aeternae  vitse  substantia  .  .  .  aliud 
igitur  est,  quod  exterius  geritur,  aliud  item  quod  per  fid  em  capitur  ;  ad  sensum  corporis 
quod  pertinet,  corruptibile  (Radbert  also  said  this)  est,  quod  fides  vero  capit  incor 
ruptible.  Exterius  igitur  quod  apparet  non  est  res  sed  imago  rei,  mente  vero  quod 
sentitur  et  intelligitur,  veritas  rei."  Even  to  the  last  sentence  a  Radbenian  meaning 
can  be  given  ;  but  this  ceases  to  be  possible  where  Ratramnus — as  often  happens — 
designates  the  whole  rite  (and  it  is  the  rite  with  which  he  is  generally  concerned)  as 
"  figura,"  in  "  figuram  sive  memoriam  dominicae  mortis,"  "  repraesentatio  memorise 
dominicte  passionis,"  and,  further,  as  "  pignus  "  (see  c.  10,  u,  16  :  "  figurate  facta"  ; 
c.  88  :  "  corpus  et  sanguis  quod  in  ecclesia  geritur,  differt  ab  illo  cot  pore  et  sanguine 
quod  in  Christi  corpore  jam  glorificatum  cognoscitur  ;  et  hoc  corpus  pignus  est  et 
species,  illud  vero  ipsa  veritas.  Hoc  enim  geretur,  donee  ad  illud  perveniatur  ;  ubi  vero 
ad  illud  perventum  fuerit  hoc  removebitur."  Reconciliation  with  Radbert  is  absolutely 
impossible  where  Ratramnus  strictly  disowns  the  "  permutatio  corporalis,"  and  reduces 
everything  to  a  memorial  meal  ;  c.  12  :  "  et  quomodo  jam  Christi  corpus  dicitur,  in 
quo  nulla  permutatio  (acta  cognoscitur  ?"  c.  15  :  "  dicant,  secundum  quod  permutata 
sunt;  corporaliter  namque  nihil  in  eis  cernitur  esse  permutatum."  Catholics  excuse 
him  here  by  saying  that  he  meant  to  deny  "  conversion  "  into  a  crassly  realistic  body. 
"  Fatebuntur  igitur  necesse  est  aut  mutata  esse  secundum  aliud  quam  secundum  corpus, 
ac  per  hoc  non  esse  hoc  quod  in  veritate  videntur,  sed  aliud  quod  non  esse  secundum 
propriam  essentiam  cernuntur.  Aut  si  hoc  profiteri  noluerint,  negare  corpus  esse  san- 
guinem  Christi,  quod  nefas  est  non  solum  dicere  verum  etiam  cogitare."  c.  100  : 
"  iste  panis  et  sanguis  qui  super  altare  ponuntur,  in  figuram  sive  memoriam  dominicoe 
mortis  ponuntur,  et  quod  gestum  est  in  praeterito,  praesenti  revocet  (clominus)  memoriae, 
ut  illius  passionis  memores  effecti,  per  earn  emciamur  divini  muneris  cunsortes." 
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visible  reality  for  faith  as  real  food  of  the  soul.1  The  extremely 
obscure  and  at  least  seemingly  contradictory  statements  of 
Ratramnus  make  it  hard  to  hit  on  his  meaning  correctly.  In 
any  case  he  taught  no  mere  figurative  conception.  We  shall 
perhaps  be  most  certain  to  do  him  justice  if  we  observe  what 
above  all  he  did,  and  what  he  did  not,  intend.  He  meant  above 
all  to  emphasise  and  verify  the  absolute  necessity  of  faith 
throughout  the  rite  ;  the  sacrament  belonged  to  faith,  existed 
for  it  alone,  etc.2  In  this  he  coincides  entirely  with  Radbert, 
who  shared  the  same  interest  equally  strongly.  But  in  what  he 
would  not  allow  he  is  distinguished  to  his  advantage  from 
Radbert ;  since  everything  is  given  to  faith  he  would  not  recognise 
the  common  reality,  because  in  view  of  the  latter  faith  and 
disbelief  are  indifferent.  To  Ratramnus  reality  (veritas)  is 
concrete  being  as  it  presents  itself  to  the  senses  ;  for  this  very 
reason  "  sub  figura  "  and  "  in  veritate  "  he  looks  on  as  mutually 
exclusive  opposites.  Faith  has  its  own  realities,  which  are  real, 
but  only  disclose  themselves  to  faith  ;  Ratramnus  designates 
them — mistakenly — as  "sub figura,"  because  they  are  copied  by 
sensuous  realities,  or,  better,  rest  behind  the  latter.  Radbert,  on  the 
other  hand,  believed  himself  compelled,  precisely  as  an  Augustin- 
ian,  to  conceive  veritas  as  reality  in  general ;  hence  to  him  "  sub 
figura"  and  in  veritate  are  not  opposites,  since  heavenly  realities 
when  they  appeared -as  earthly  had  in  his  view  to  manifest  them 
selves  sub  figura.  But  Ratramnus  was  superior  to  Radbert  as  a 
Christian,  in  that  he  did  not  conceive  the  presence  of  the  heavenly 
in  the  earthly  to  be  a  miracle  against  nature,  i.e.,  he  followed  a 
different  notion  of  God  from  the  latter.  3  The  mysteries  of 
faith  are  not  brought  to  pass  by  a  continual  interruption  of  the 

1  C.  101  :  "  Fides  non  quod  oculus  videt  sed  quod  credit  accipit,  quoniam  spiritualis 
est  esca  et  spiritualis  potus,  spiritualiter  animam  pascens  et  aeternae  satietatis  vitam 
tribuens,  sicut  ipse  salvator  mysterium  hoc  commendans  loquitur  :  spiritus  est  qui  vivi- 
ficat."     C.  49  :  "  Christ's  tiue  body  is  distributed  in  the  Lord's  Supper  according  to 
its  invisibilis  substantia,  and  that  because  iheinvisibilts  substantia  is  \\ks\hGpotentia 
divini  verbi.     Many  similar  passages  elsewhere." 

2  C.  II:   "Nam  si  secundum  quosdam  figurate  hie  nihil  accipitur,  sed   totum  in 
veritate  conspicitur,  nihil  hie  fides  operatur,  quoniam  nihil  spiritale  gerilur  .   .   .   nee 
jam  mysteriiini  erit,  in  quo  nihil  secreti,  nihil  abditicontinebitur." 

3  Ratramnus  always  thinks  of  the  God  who  excites  and  nourishes  faith. 
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natural  order,  but  they  rest  as  a  world  administered  by  the 
Holy  Spirit  behind  the  phenomenal  world,  and  what  takes  place 
in  the  Lord's  Supper  is  not  a  departure,  by  means  of  a  special 
miracle,  from  operations  such  as  are  carried  out,  e.g.,  in  Baptism 
(c.  17,  25,  26.)  In  a  word,  Ratramnus  would  have  the  mystery 
of  the  Lord's  Supper  recognised  as  in  harmony  with  the  method 
by  which  God  bestows  salvation  through  Baptism  and  the  Word, 
because  as  an  Augustinian  and  Christian  he  shrank  from  the 
brutal  miracle  (the  idea  of  God  is  here  involved),  and  because 
he  was  afraid  that  otherwise  nothing  would  be  left  to  faith. 

It  is  in  this  that  the  importance  of  Ratramnus  consists.  But 
it  is  questionable  whether  the  learned  king  for  whom  he  wrote 
was  any  the  wiser  for  his  book  ;  for  not  only  is  Ratramnus  con 
fused  in  his  terminology,  but  also  in  his  matter,1  because  he  would 
not  give  up  the  idea  that  the  efficacy  of  the  sacrament  was  objective, 
whence  it  always  follows  that  the  miraculous  efficacy  depends 
not  on  the  recipients,  but  on  the  means.  Hence  we  find  numer 
ous  expositions  in  which  he  talks  like  Radbert  :  by  the  ministry 
of  the  priest  the  bread  becomes  Christ's  body,  nay,  it  is  trans 
formed.2  He  does  not  venture  to  pursue  consistently  the 
parallel  he  seeks  to  establish  with  baptismal  water ;  for  the 
words  "  body  and  blood  of  Christ "  are  too  strong  for  him.  It 
is  sinful  to  deny  that  the  consecrated  elements  are  Christ's 
body.3  Thus  the  difference  between  Radbert  and  Ratramnus 
can  be  reduced  to  the  following  formula.  The  former  openly 
and  deliberately  transferred  the  spiritual  teaching  of  Augustini- 
anism  into  the  realistic  conception,  and  gave  clear  expression  to 
the  belief  of  the  Church.  The  latter  attempted  to  maintain 
complete  spiritualism  in  the  interests  of  a  loftier  notion  of  God 
and  of  faith,  but  he  was  not  in  a  position  to  carry  this  out 
absolutely,  because  he  himself  was  far  too  much  under  the 
influence  of  the  formula.  Therefore  he  only  speaks  clearly 

1  The  difference  between  Paschasius  and  Ratramnus  is  really  very  subtle  if  we  con 
fine  our  attention  to  the  question  of  the  reality  of  Christ's  body  (and  the  transforma 
tion)  ;  but  it  is  not  quite  so  subtle  as  is  represented  by  Schnitzer  (I.e.,  167-174).  It 
was,  besides,  long  before  Ratramnus'  work  was  held  to  be  heretical. 

-  C.  16,  a  commutatio  is  taught,  "  sed  non  corporaliter  sed  spiritualiter  facta  est  .  .  . 
spiritualiter  sub  velamento  corporei  panis  .  .  .  corpus  et  sanguis  Christi  existunt." 

3  See  C.  15. 
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where  he  is  disowning  the  miracle.1  The  future  belonged  to 
Radbert  ;2  nay,  Ratramnus'  book,  it  would  seem,  did  not  even 
excite  attention,  but  afterwards  met  with  the  most  curious 
history  down  to  the  present  day.3 

The  doctrine  expressed  by  Radbert,  a  Pandora's  casket  of 
problems  to  future  scholars,  was  extremely  intelligible  to  the 
simple.  Nothing  can  guarantee  the  success  of  a  dogma  more 
fully  than  the  possession  of  these  two  qualities.  It  received  its 
application,  above  all,  in  the  Mass.  The  thought  of  the  repeated 
sacrificial  death  of  Christ,  long  since  conceived,  was  now  as 
firmly  established  as  that  of  the  repeated  assumption  of  the 
flesh.  What  could  now  approach  the  Mass  ?  There  was  no 
need  to  alter  the  ancient  wording  of  missal  prayers,  which  still, 
when  they  dealt  with  the  sacrifice,  emphasised  the  sacrifice  of 
praise  ;  for  who  attended  to  words  ?  The  Mass  as  a  sacrificial 
rite,  in  which  the  holiest  thing  conceivable  was  presented  to 
God,  had,  however,  ceased  long  ago  to  end  in  participation,  but 
found  its  climax  in  the  act  that  expiated  sin  and  removed  evil. 
It  was  received  into  the  great  institution  that  conferred  atone 
ment.  On  this  a  few  further  remarks  are  necessary,  although 
no  dogmatic  conflicts  arose. 

The  frequent  repetition  of  the  Mass  (in  one  and  the  same 
Church),  and  its  simple  celebration  (without  communion),  show- 
that  this  rite  was  not  intended  so  much  for  the  congregation  as  for 
God :  God  was  to  be  appeased.  The  ancient  element  of  commem 
oration  on  the  part  of  the  celebrants  had,  especially  since  the  days 
of  Gregory  I.,  been  made  an  independent  service,  and  the  com 
munion  had  been,  as  it  were,  changed  into  a  second  celebration.4 
The  practice,  according  to  which  the  laity  looked  on  while  the 
priests  partook,  the  laity  taking  merely  a  passive  part — the  rite 
being  consummated  on  their  behalf — while  the  priests  performed 

1  Ratramnus  has  the  elements  of  Zwingli  and  Calvin's  doctrines.      Besides,  in  rela 
tion  to  the  invisible  substance,  he  assumes  the  identity  of  the  eucharisticand  historical 
body,  or,  at  any  rate,  will  not  give  it  up. 

2  In  connection  witli  Matt.  XXVI.  26,  he  defended  himself  skilfully  against  Rat 
ramnus,  whom,  for  the  rest,  he  does  not  name. 

3  Bach,  I.,  p.  191  ff. 

*  Walafried  Strabo  was  the  first  to  justify  expressly  the  celebration  of  the  Lord's 
Supper  without  communicants,  and  therefore  Masses  (Migne,  T.  114,  col.  943  ff). 
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the  ceremony,  corresponded  to  the  prevailing  view,  especially 
among  German  peoples,  that  laymen  were  second-class  Chris 
tians,  and  that  partaking  in  the  Lord's  Supper  was  for  them 
associated  with  grave  dangers.  The  holy  rite  belonged  to  the 
laity,  so  far  as  it  represented  a  form  of  the  CJiurcJis  intercession 
peculiarly  effective  for  the  mitigation  of  sin's  penalties. 

The  Mass  was  thereby  included  in  the  Church's  atoning  insti 
tute  ;  but  for  laymen  the  Church  had  long  been  essentially  a 
baptismal  institution,  and  an  establishment  for  the  reconciliation 
necessary  after  baptism.  In  order  to  understand  this,  and  the 
immense  extent  and  value  acquired  by  the  practice  of  Confes 
sion  in  the  West,  we  have  to  observe  the  following  points. 

i.  The  prevailing  notion  of  God  was  that  of  omnipotent  absolu 
tism,  requital  and  remission.  It  was  in  these  conceptions  that 
God  was  a  present  and  really  living  God,  and  they  directed  the 
thought  and  practice  of  trained  theologians  and  laymen.  The 
hidden  God  was  manifest  in  the  fact  that  he  suffered  no  sin  to 
be  unatoned;  but  he  was  merciful  because  he  granted  remissions 
(through  the  mediation  of  heavenly  persons  and  the  Church)  a  fact 
which,  indeed,  did  not  contravene  the  general  rule  that  every 
thing  must  be  expiated  or  punished.  TJiis  notion  of  God  was 
already  complete  wlien  the  C/iurch  entered  into  the  national  life  of 
Germany.  It  is  accordingly  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  German 
modification,  but  as  a  conception  in  harmony  with  and  rising 
from  the  unrefined  religious  consciousness,  and  especially  the 
Latin  spirit.  Cyprian  and  Gregory  I.  attest-  this.  .But  as  this 
conception  of  God  could  easily  combine  with  German  ideas  of 
justice,  it  was  also  well  adapted  to  train  uncivilised  peoples. 
It  had  long  been  settled  on  purely  Latin  soil  that  no  sin  com 
mitted  after  Baptism  could  be  simply  forgiven,  but  that  due 
penitence  (prenitentia  legitima),  or  fitting  satisfaction  (satisfactio 
congrua)  formed  the  necessary  condition  of  remission.  In 
keeping  with  the  strict  regard  for  law  and  sense  of  duty, 
which  distinguished  the  Latin  Church  more  than  the  Greek, 
ecclesiastical  methods  paid  more  heed  to  the  sins  of  Church 
members  in  general.  And  in  accordance  with  the  conviction 
that  sins  represented  breaches  of  contract  or  outrages,  of  greater 
or  less  gravity,  the  Church  had  been  working  at  the  codification 
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oi p&nitentia  legitima,  or  the  definition  of  the  measure  of  satis 
faction,  since  the  second  half  of  the  third  century.  All  this  took 
place  without  German  influence. 

2.  This  system  had  originally  been  elaborated  with  a  view 
to  public  penance,  in  presence  of  the  congregation,  for  the  sake 
of  reconciliation,  and  thus  referred  to  open  and  gross  sins,  for 
which  as  a  rule  only  a  single  act  of  penance  was  possible.  It 
therefore  suffered  a  severe  blow  when  all  society  became 
Christian,  and  magistrates,  being  themselves  Christians,  pun 
ished  these  gross  offences  of  different  kinds,  even  such  as  the 
State  had  not  formerly  dealt  with.  The  whole  ancient  institu 
tion  of  penance  collapsed  in  the  East.  It  came  almost  entirely 
to  an  end  in  the  West  also  in  its  old  form,  in  so  far  as  the  list 
of  public  sins,  punished  by  the  Church  alone,  was  always 
growing  smaller.1  But  in  the  German  kingdoms,  where  the 
Church  had  not  sunk  to  the  level  of  an  institution  for  worship  in 
the  State,  and  had  not  entirely  abandoned  higher  religion  to  the 
monks,  where,  on  the  contrary,  it  long  went  hand  in  hand  with 
the  State  as  a  Latin  institution  with  its  old  Roman  law,  and 
trained  the  nations  as  a  universal  power,  it  did  not  renounce 
its  penance  regulations,  which  besides  suited  the  German  spirit. 
But  a  change  was  necessary  in  this  case  also,  a  change  in  which 
German  dislike  to  public  humiliations  had  perhaps  as  great  a 
share  as  fear  of  purgatory  and  the  tendency  of  the  Church  to 
establish  throughout  the  regulations  of  its  monkish  castes,  in 
other  words,  to  monachise  the  secular  clergy,  and  finally  also 
the  laity.  From  this  there  sprang  a  deepening  of  the  notion  of 
sin,  since  new  sins,  namely,  the  "  roots  of  sin  "  themselves  were 
put  in  the  place  of  the  old  mortal  sins,2  but  there  also  resulted 
an  externalising  of  the  notion,  as  "  satisfactions,"  which  are 
more  tolerable  in  the  case  of  great  overt  offences,  were  now 
also  applied  to  these  "  roots  "  (intemperance,  fornication,  greed, 
anger,  ill-temper,  secret  fear  and  dislike,  presumption  and 
pride). 

But,  above   all,  this  was    followed  by  the   intrusion  of  the 

1  When  the  State  punished,  e.g. ,  in  cases  of  murder  and   theft,  the  ecclesiastical 
consequences  followed  without  further  trial. 

2  This  was  also  effected  in  the  Greek  Church  through  the  action  of  the  monks. 
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Church  into  all  affairs  of  private  life.  What  had  been  the  rule 
in  primitive  times,  namely,  the  subjection  of  the  private  life  of 
the  individual  to  the  control  of  the  Church,  returned  in  an 
entirely  new  form.  But  then  it  was  a  congregation  of  brethren 
which  lived  together  like  a  family,  and  in  which  each  was  the 
conscience  of  the  other  ;  now  one  institution  and  one  class  ruled 
the  irresponsible  community  ;  and  while  the  latter  was  restrained, 
indeed,  from  extremes,  yet,  since  no  one  was  really  capable  of 
properly  controlling  the  life  of  the  individual,  consciences  were 
sophisticated  by  incentives  and  sedatives,  by  a  frequently  over- 
refined  morality  (legislation  as  to  fasting  and  marriage),  and  by 
extremely  external  directions  as  to  satisfaction.  The  transition 
to  the  new  practice  resulted  in  the  laity  themselves  demanding 
the  intercession  of  the  Church,  the  reading  of  the  Mass,  invoca 
tions  of  the  saints,  etc.,  to  an  increasing  extent,  since  preachers 
had  always  been  telling  them  that  they  were  a  sinful  people, 
incapable  of  coming  near  God,1  that  the  priests  held  the  keys, 
and  that  the  Church's  intercession  was  the  most  effective.  But 
the  gradual  settlement  of  monachist  practice,  in  the  world- 
Church  alone  explains  the  facts  that  actual  confession  of  all 
sins  to  the  priest,  and  the  imposition  of  all  sorts  of  satisfactions,2 
for  the  hundred  and  one  offences  in  life  and  conduct,  in  a  word, 
that  private  penance  in  the  presence  of  the  priest,  became  the  rule. 
This  state  of  matters  began  in  the  Iro-Scottish  Church,  which  was 
in  an  eminent  degree  monachist.  There  penitential  regulations — 
meaning  private  penance — were,  so  far  as  we  know,  first  drawn  up 
for  the  laity,  who  were  directed  to  confess  their  sins  to  the  priest, 
as  the  monks  had  long  been  enjoined  to  do  in  their  cloisters. 
From  Ireland,  books  dealing  with  penance  came  to  the  Anglo- 
Saxons  (Theodore  of  Canterbury),  to  the  Franks  and  Rome  ; 
they  did  not  establish  this  footing  without  opposition,  and  after 
they  had  become  a  settled  institution,  they  very  soon  gave 
offence  again,  since  their  directions  became  more  and  more 

1  See  the  view  taken  of  the  laity  in  the  forged  fragments  of  the  pseudo-Isidorian 
decietals. 

2  Among  these,  pilgrimages  of  a  year's  duration  played  a  great  part,  a  fact  that 
shows  the  monks'   contempt  of  family  life  and  civic  occupations ;  for  these  were 
severely  affected  by  pilgrimages. 


326  HISTORY  OF  DOGMA.  [CHAP.  VI. 

external  and  questionable.  To  the  practice  of  private  penance 
which  thus  arose  is  to  be  ascribed  the  new  conception  of  sin, 
and  the  new  attitude  to  it,  which  now  became  the  ruling  one 

o 

in  the  West,  namely,  the  facile  and  deadening  readiness  with 
which  every  one  confessed  himself  to  be  a  mortal  sinner.  What 
was  more  tolerable  in  the  ranks  of  the  monks,  nay,  was  in  many 
cases  the  expression  of  a  really  sensitive  conscience — I  mean 
the  readiness  at  once  to  confess  oneself  a  sinner,  and  to  make 
a  less  and  less  distinction  between  sins  and  sins — threatened 
when  transferred  to  the  masses  to  become  a  worthless  practice, 
because  one  that  blunted  the  moral  sense.  Men  sinned,  and 
coolly  confessed  wholesale  to  a  host  of  sins,  lest  they  might 
miss  the  miraculous  help  of  the  Church,  for  some  one  or  other 
actually  committed.  If  the  men  of  those  days  had  not  been  so 
simple,  this  system  would  even  then  have  made  them  thorough 
hypocrites.  But  as  it  was,  it  worked  more  like  an  external 
system  of  law — a  police  institution,  which  punished  wantonness 
and  barbarianism,  outbreaks  of  wild  energy  and  passion.  This 
was  not  the  intention,  but  it  was  its  actual  import,  so  far  as  a 
certain  salutary  effect  cannot  be  denied  it. 

3.  The  institution  was  already  certain  in  its  operations,  and 
made  great  strides  especially  in  the  later  Carlovingian  period, 
since  the  complete  separation  of  the  clergy  and  laity,  which 
had  been  obliterated  in  the  Merovingian  age,  was  only  then 
made  once  more  complete,  and  measures  began  at  the  same 
time  to  be  taken  to  make  monks  of  the  former.  Nevertheless 
the  dogmatic  theory  was  still  entirely  awanting.  It  was  not 
settled  that  the  priest  alone  could  forgive  sins — it  was  still 
conceded  that  trifling  sins  could  be  expiated  without  the  priest, 
by  means  of  prayer  and  alms.  Nor  were  the  value  and  result 
of  priestly  forgiveness  fixed  :  was  it  declaratory  or  deprecatory? 
Nor  had  it  been  stated  to  be  absolutely  necessary  to  confess 
all  sins  to  the  priest.1  And  finally  no  fixed  definitions  had 

i  I  adhere  to  these  statements,  in  spite  of  Karl  M  tiller's  arguments  in  his  treatise 
"  Der  Umschwung  in  tier  I.ehre  von  der  Busse  wahrend  des  12  Jahrh."  (Abhandl. 
fur  Weiz^'acker,  1892,  p.  287  ff.)  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  Mtiller  has  been  misled  by 
Morinus  and  has  looked  at  the  state  of  penance  and  confession,  at  the  close  of  ancient 
and  the  beginning  of  mediaeval  Church  history,  too  much  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
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been  deduced  from  the  matter  itself  of  mortal  and  venial  sins, 
or  of  the  treatment  of  public  and  private  offences.  It  was  only 
long  afterwards  that  all  these  points  were  decided.  We  see 
clearly  here  that  ecclesiastical  practice  does  not  wait  for 
dogmatic,  indeed,  that  it  does  not  really  need  it,  as  long  as  it 
goes  with  the  great  stream.  The  Church  possessed  a  sacrament 
of  penance  with  all  its  subtleties  for  many  centuries,  during 
which  dogmatic  knew  of  no  such  thing,  but  span  a  finer  thread. 
4.  This  is  not  the  place  to  give  the  interesting  history  of  the 
growth  of  satisfactions.  Let  us,  however,  notice  four  points. 
(i)  The  old,  more  or  less  arbitrary,  definitions  dealing  with  the 
selection  (prayers,  alms,  lamentations,  temporary  exclusion), 
and  duration  of  compensatory  punishments  were  supplemented 
to  an  increasing  extent  by  new  ones  (pilgrimages),  as  well  as  by 
definitions  taken  from  the  Old  Testament  law  and  German  legal 
ordinances.  Charlemagne  took  a  great  stride  in  advance  with 
reference  to  dependence  on  the  Old  Testament.  But  t/tis  led  to 
the  computation  of  compensatory  penalties  being'  itself  looked  at  in 
the  light  of  a  divine  dispensation,  and  definitions  not  taken  from 
the  Old  Testament  were  also  regarded  from  the  same  stand 
point.  (2)  The  performance  of  penance  was  a  means  of  com 
pensation,  so  far  as — if  no  sin  had  preceded  it — it  would  have 
established  merit  in  the  sight  of  God,  or  would  have  bestowed 
something  upon  him.  (It  was  accordingly  not  merely  a  sub 
stitution  for  punishment,  but  also  a  positive  property  in  the 
sight  of  God,  and  therefore  a  compensation  for  injury.)  Ac 
cordingly  the  whole  institution  was  included  under  the  concep 
tion  of  merit,  from  of  old  connected  with  works  and  alms 
(operibus  et  eleemosynis).  But  if  the  performance  of  penance 
was  after  all  the  presentation  of  something  valuable  (sacrifice) 
to  God,  something  which  gave  him  pleasure,  and  that  for  its 
own  sake,  it  became  more  effective  if  as  many  and  as  good 

modern  Roman  conception ;  he  has  at  least  pre-supposed  too  great  a  uniformity  of 
theoretical  ideas— if  one  may  speak  of  such.  I  cannot  accept  the  blunt  assertion  on 
p.  292,  that  down  to  the  twelfth  century  the  priest's  absolution  was  always  regarded 
as  simply  identical  with  divine  forgiveness,  and  therefore  as  indispensable.  There 
was  no  doctrine  proper  on  this  question  for  centuries,  but  almost  only  a  practice. 
As  soon  as  the  doctrine  is  again  introduced,  doubts  also  arise,  to  be  once  more 
gradually  allayed. 
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persons  as  possible  took  part  in  it.  If  a  saint  helped  by  his 
intercession,  then  God  could  not  really  resist ;  for  there  was 
nothing  to  be  made  good  by  the  saint,  and  therefore  his  offering 
was  a  pure  present  to  God.  This  dreadful  idea  that  the  mighty 
Judge  in  Heaven  could  demand  nothing  more  of  the  saints, 
while  they  were  able  to  bestow  much  upon  him,  makes  it 
evident  that  the  system  of  intercessions  necessarily  played  the 
most  important  role  in  the  system  of  penance.  The  conception 
of  Christ  taken  by  faith,  that  he  represents  men  in  the  Father's 
presence,  was  perverted  in  the  saddest  way,  and  he  was  dragged 
into  this  system  ;  and  since  nothing  was  too  lofty  or  precious 
to  be  included  as  investments  in  this  petty  calculation,  the 
repeated  sacrificial  death  of  Christ  was  itself  the  most  important 
instalment.  Masses  were  the  surest  protection  against  sins' 
penalties  in  purgatory,  because  in  them  Christ  himself  was 
presented  to  the  Father,  and  the  infinite  value1  of  his  Passion 
was  anew  brought  before  him,  in  other  words,  the  merit  of  that 
Passion  was  multiplied.  Hence  the  accumulation  of  a  treasury 
of  masses  was  the  best  "  palliative  "  against  the  fire,  or  the  most 
reliable  means  of  abridging  it. 

(3)  Since  performances  of  penance  2 — the  penitent  disposition 
was  always  presupposed  in  theory — had  an  objective  value  to 
God,  and  were  at  the  same  time  in  part  equivalents,  they  could 
be  bartered.  Not  only,  however,  could  like  be  bartered  for  like, 
but  a  less  valuable  act  could  be  taken  as  full  payment,  if  circum 
stances  rendered  a  complete  discharge  difficult,  or  if  it  was 
supplemented  by  the  intercession  of  others,  or  if  the  slighter 
performance  sufficiently  displayed  the  penitent  mood.  It  had 
been  the  custom  in  earlier  times  to  shorten  the  duration  and 
diminish  the  number  of  penances  imposed  by  the  Church  after 
the  penitent  had  proved  his  sincerity.  This  was  appropriate 
enough,  for  the  purpose  was  to  effect  reconciliation  with  the 
community ;  but  it  was  now  applied  to  the  penitent's  relation  to 

1  In  the  fourth  ch.  of  the  Synod  of  Chiersey,  853,  it  is  called  "  pretii  copiositas 
mysterii  passionis  ;  "  that  is  also  an  anticipation  of  Anselm's  theory  of  satisfaction. 

2  The  peregrinationes  also  belong  to  them.     That  indulgences  rest  quite  essentially 
on  the  custom  of  pilgrimages  and  their  commutation  is  shown  by  Gotz,  Ztschr.  f.  K.- 
Gesch.,  vol.  XV.,  p.  329  ff. 
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God.  It  was  at  the  same  time  remembered  that  the  strict  Judge 
was  also  merciful,  i.e.,  indulgent.  Thus  arose  the  system  of 
remissions,  i.e.,  of  commutations  and  redemptions,  or  of  substitutions. 
The  latter  originated  in  German  conceptions,  but  they  had  a 
latent  root  even  in  ancient  times.  Commutations  and  redemp 
tions  are  first  met  with  in  any  number  in  the  eighth  and  ninth 
centuries.  "  Weregeld "  or  blood-money  is  found  sanctioned 
then  ;  but  they  already  follow  from  the  ancient  system,  and  had 
certainly  been  practised  in  the  cloisters  long  before  the 
Carlovingian  age.  Therewith,  however,  indulgences  were 
created,  as  soon,  namely,  as  the  possibility  of  commutation  was 
admitted  and  legally  fixed,  independently  of  the  special  circum 
stances  of  the  individual  case.  These  commutations,  which 
were  only  established  against  opposition,  completely  externalised 
the  whole  system.  Above  all,  they  interested  the  Church 
financially,  and  made  it,  already  the  great  landed  proprietor, 
into  a  banking  establishment.  How  poor  was  the  Greek 
Church,  with  its  scanty  trade  in  relics,  pictures,  and  lights, 
compared  with  her  rich  sister,  who  drew  bills  on  every  soul ! 

(4)  The  whole  system  of  merits  and  satisfactions  had  really 
no  reference  to  sins,  but  only  to  their  punishment.  But  since 
everything  ultimately  served  this  system,  men  were  trained  to 
evade  sins'  penalties  as  well,  securely,  and  cheaply  as  possible. 
The  element  which  seemingly  mitigated  the  dangers  of  this 
whole  view — namely,  that  sin  itself  was  left  out  of  sight,  since  it 
must  be  forgiven  by  God  who  'excites  penitence  and  faith— 
necessarily  resulted  in  the  case  of  the  multitude  in  their  paying 
little  or  no  attention  to  sin,  and  in  their  thinking  only  of 
punishment.  Even  if  they  finally  entered  the  cloister,  or  gave 
their  goods  to  the  poor,  they  did  so,  not  because  they  loved  God, 
but  because  they  wished  to  escape  his  punishments.  Punish 
ment  ruled  the  world  and  the  consciences  for  whose  possession 
good  and  evil  angels  contend. 

It  would  not  have  been  necessary  to  discuss  this  practice 
within  the  limits  of  the  history  of  dogma  if  it  had  not  had  a  very 
active  influence  on  dogma  in  the  succeeding  period.  It  had 
wound  itself  round  Augustinianism  from  the  beginning,  and  had 
prevented  it  from  obtaining  complete  sway  in  the  Church  ;  it 
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influenced  Christology  even  in  the  time  of  Gregory  I.,  and  then 
in  the  classic  period  of  the  Middle  Ages  it  acted  decisively  upon 
and  remodelled  all  the  dogmas  that  had  come  down  from 
antiquity.1 

1  On  the  history  of  penance,  see  Steitz,  Das  romische  Busssacrament,  1854  ;  Was- 
serschleben,  Bussordnungen  d.  Abendl.  Kirche,  1851  ;  v.  Zezschwitz  Beichte,  in  Her- 
zog's  R.-E.  II.,  p.  220  ff.,  System  der  Katechetik  I.,  p.  483  ff.,  II.  I,  p.  208.  ff.  ; 
Gb'bl,.Gesch.  der  Katachese  in  Abenclland,  1880.  Further,  on  the  history  of  the  ordi 
nances  of  penance,  Wasserschleben,  Die  irische  Kanonensammlung,  2  ed.,  1855  ;  and 
Schmitz,  Die  Bussbucher  und  die  Bussdisciplin  der  Kirche,  1883.  On  the  latter's 
attempt  to  refer  the  regulations  of  penance  to  Rome,  see  Theol.  Lit.-Ztg. ,  1883,  col. 
614  ff.  On  the  development  of  the  separation  of  clergy  and  laity  in  the  gth  century, 
and  the  beginning  of  the  monachising  of  the  clergy,  see  Hatch,  "  Growth  of  Chris- 
tian  Institutions,"  Chap.  IX. 

On  divine  service  and  discipline  in  the  Carlovingian  age,  see  Gieseler  II.,  i  (1846) 
pp.  152-170;  on  the  constitution  of  German  law-courts,  feuds,  and  penance,  outlawry 
and  death  of  the  victim,  see  Brunner,  Deutsche  Rechtsgesch.  I.,  pp.  143  ff.,  156  ff., 
1 66  ff. ;  on  the  principle  of  personality  and  the  amount  of  blood-money  and  penances, 
I.e.,  p.  261  ff.;  on  the  personal  rights  of  the  clergy,  p.  269  f. ;  and  on  the  rise  of 
written  law,  p.  282  ff.  If  we  review  the  state  of  the  development  of  German  law  in 
the  age  of  the  Merovingians,  and  compare  it  with  the  ecclesiastical  discipline  of  pen 
ance,  as  it  was  independently  evolved  on  Latin  ground  until  Gregory  I.,  we  are 
astonished  at  the  ease  with  which  these  systems  could  be  and  actually  were  dovetailed 
into  each  other.  The  Roman  law  received  by  the  Church  underwent  great  modifica 
tions  within  its  pale  caused  by  the  conceptions  of  the  Communio  of  the  Church  mili 
tant  with  the  saints,  of  satisfactions,  merits,  and  the  claim  of  the  Church  to  remit 
sins.  Above  all,  the  Church's  right  to  punish,  which  had  originally  accepted  the 
Roman  thought  of  the  public  character  of  crimes,  and  had  treated  them  accordingly, 
became  more  and  more  a  private  right.  That  is,  transgressions  against  God  were 
regarded  as  injuries  done  to  God — not  the  violation  of  public  order  and  the  holy, 
inviolable  divine  law  ;  and  accordingly  the  idea  arose,  and  got  more  and  more  scope, 
that  they  were  to  be  treated,  as  it  were,  like  private  complaints.  In  such  cases  the 
alternative,  either  punishment  or  satisfaction  (compensation),  was  appropriate.  But 
as  regards  satisfactions,  all  the  liberties  were  necessarily  introduced  that  are  inherent 
in  that  conception,  namely,  that  the  injured  party  himself,  or  the  Church  as  his  repre 
sentative,  could  indulgently  lessen  their  amount,  or  could  commute  or  transfer  them, 
etc.  It  is  obvious  how  easily  this  view  could  fuse  with  the  German  one.  One  or  two 
examples  are  sufficient.  German  law  held  the  principle  :  either  outlawry  or  penance. 
This  corresponds  to  the  Church  principle  :  either  excommunication  or  the  performance 
of  satisfactory  acts  of  penance.  According  to  German  law,  vengeance  did  not  require 
to  be  executed  on  the  evil-doer  himself,  but  might  be  on  a  member  of  his  clan  ;  nay, 
it  was  held  in  Norway  to  be  a  more  severe  vengeance  to  strike  the  best  man  of  the 
clan  instead  of  the  murderer.  The  Church  looked  on  Christians  as  forming  a  "  clan  " 
with  the  saints  in  heaven,  and  the  performance  of  penance  could  to  a  certain  extent, 
or  entirely,  be  passed  on  to  the  latter  ;  Christ  had,  above  all,  borne  beforehand  by  his 
death  God's  vengeance  on  the  ill-doing  race  of  his  brethren.  German  law  held, 
similarly,  that  the  compensation,  the  payment  of  the  fine,  could  be  divided.  Accord- 
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ing  to  the  practice  of  the  Church,  the  saints  interceded  if  prayed  to,  and  presented 
their  merits  to  God,  taking  from  the  sinner  a  part  of  the  penance  imposed  upon  him. 
Afterwards  the  Church  positively  adoptee!  the  German  institution,  and  let  earthly 
friends,  comrades,  members  of  the  family,  and  bondmen  share  in  the  performance  of 
penance  in  order  to  lighten  the  task.  In  one  respect,  however,  the  action  of  the 
Church  had  a  softening  and  beneficial  effect.  It  restricted  to  an  extraordinary  extent 
the  capital  punishments  closely  connected  with  outlawry.  They  were  objectionable 
in  themselves,  and  doubly  so  where  they  were  regarded,  on  the  ground  of  a  primitive 
priestly  law  of  punishment,  as  a  human  sacrifice  offered  to  the  gods  (Brunner,  pp. 
173-177)-  Even  m  the  Roman  period  the  Church  in  Gaul  exerted  itself  to  soften  the 
Roman  administration  of  justice  where  the  latter  admitted  capital  punishment.  It 
continued  its  efforts  with  success  in  the  Merovingian  age,  so  that  arrangements  were 
more  and  more  frequently  made  in  substitution  for  the  death  penalty.  The  chief 
argument  urged  by  the  Church  was  doubtless  that  God  did  not  will  the  death  of 
the  sinner,  and  that  Christ  died  an  atoning  and  sacrificial  death  for  all.  Thus 
Christ's  death  obtained  an  extraordinary  importance.  It  became  the  grand  achieve 
ment,  whose  value  even  softened  the  earthly  right  of  punishment. 
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